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2. Statement of the Issues 

I. Whether the trial Court abused its discretion and relied on 
clearly erroneous findings of fact when, after reviewing 
sworn statements from his physicians attesting that Alex 
Jones was too ill to attend a deposition, the trial Court 
ordered Mr. Jones to appear nonetheless; when Mr. Jones 
obeyed his doctor’s order, the Court held Mr. Jones in 
contempt absent any real findings of fact? 



Page 4 of 625  

3. Table Of Authorities 
Cases 
Billings v. Billings, 54 Conn. App. 142 (1999) ..................................... 17 
Eldridge v. Eldridge, 244 Conn. 523 (1998) ......................................... 16,17 
In re Jeffrey C., 261 Conn. 189 (2002). ...................................................16 
Khan v. Hillyer, 306 Conn. 205 (2012) ................................................. 13 
Lafferty, et al. v. Jones, et al., 336 Conn. 332 (2020) .............................. 6 
Lamacchia v. Chilinsky, 85 Conn. App. 1 (2004) ................................. 17 
Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976) ............................................ 16 
Monsam v. Dearington, 82 Conn. App. 451 (2004) ............................... 17 
N.D.R. Liuzzie, Inc. v. Lighthouse Litho, LLC, 144 Conn.App. 613 

(2013) .................................................................................................. 13 
O’Connell v. O’Connell, 101 Conn. 942 (2004) ...................................... 13 
Quaranta v. Cooley, 130 Conn.App. 835 (2011) ................................13, 16 
Stamford Hospital v. Vega, 236 Conn. 646 (1996) ............................... 17 
State v. Curcio, 191 Conn. 22 (1983) ..................................................... 13 
State v. Esposito, 192 Conn. 166 (1984) ........................................... 14, 15 

Statutes 
Conn. Gen. Stat. § 52-146e ..................................................................... 15 
Conn. Gen. Stat. § 52-196a ...................................................................... 6 



Page 5 of 625  

 

4. Nature of the Proceedings 
This is an appeal from the trial Court’s decision to hold a civil 

defendant in contempt when he elected to follow his doctor’s advice 
rather than attend a Court-ordered deposition. The contemnor, Alex 
Jones, was thereafter assessed attorney’s fees and costs associated 
with the deposition and attendant briefing of the contempt motion. He 
seeks vacatur of the contempt finding and of the order regarding 
attorney’s fees. 

5. Statement of the Facts 
 

If there is a litigant more despised in Connecticut’s civil courts 
than Alex Jones, the undersigned has yet either to represent him, or to 
learn of his or her identity. Mr. Jones is a broadcaster and owner of an 
entity known as Free Speech Systems, LLC. He and the corporate entity 
broadcast under the name “Infowars.” In the wake of the school 
shootings at the Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown, 
Connecticut, on December 14, 2012, Mr. Jones broadcast to millions the 
claim that the shootings were a “hoax,” that the parents and loved ones 
of those killed were “crisis actors,”1 and that that event was a “false flag” 
planned by the Government as part of a plot to gin up support for gun 
safety laws and the eventual disarming of the civilian population. Mr. 
Jones believes this is part of a plot by global elites to take over the world 
and to enslave ordinary people. 

The plaintiffs filed suit nearly six-years after the shooting in 
three separate actions consolidated for purposes of litigation and trial. 
Although the cases have been tried to a verdict, the case has not yet, as 
of the time of this writing, been reduced to judgment. At issue in this 
appeal is a finding of contempt issued by the trial Court, and the 

 
1 One plaintiff was an FBI first-responder. 
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associated attorney’s fees and costs Mr. Jones was ordered to pay 
incident to the contempt finding. 

After the entry of a disciplinary default, which was subsequently 
upheld after the Supreme Court agreed to hear a public interest 
appeal, Lafferty, et al. v. Jones, et al., 336 Conn. 332 (2020), discovery 
recommenced. In that appeal, the trial Court denied Mr. Jones the 
right to have his motion to dismiss heard; that motion arose under 
authority of the state’s new anti-SLAPP legislation. Conn. Gen. Stat. § 
52-196a(b). The Court ordered the sanction in part because Mr. Jones 
had failed, in the Court’s estimation, substantially to comply with 
onerous “limited” discovery requests the plaintiffs insisted they must 
have answered in order to respond to the motion to dismiss. Mr. Jones 
sought Supreme Court review of these requests, and was denied 
permission to file a public interest appeal. P. 27. 

When he raised suspicions on his broadcast one Saturday about 
whether plaintiffs’ counsel had a role in sending unopened child 
pornography to Infowars via the internet, the plaintiffs responded by 
filing an emergency motion for sanctions, together with a request for 
expedited briefing the following Monday. P. 35-167. The Court did the 
plaintiffs one better, holding a hearing on sanctions at the following 
day’s “status conference,” a Tuesday, and ruled from the bench 
imposing sanctions. Mr. Jones thereafter moved to recuse the Court. 
The motion was denied. P. 167-170. The Supreme Court agreed to 
hear this public interest appeal, raising, as it did questions about 
whether the Court had imposed sanctions in derogation of Mr. Jones 
right to freedom of speech. 

Fourteen months, later, after the Supreme Court upheld the 
sanction, discovery resumed. The plaintiffs noticed a deposition for Mr. 
Jones, to take place in his native state of Texas. On the eve of the 
depositions, Mr. Jones sought a protective order, claiming medical 



inability to attend. P. 171-174. After his protective order request was 
denied, he renewed his request, together with sworn statements from 
physicians. P. 278. The trial Court nonetheless ordered him to sit for 
the deposition. When he followed his doctor’s orders rather than sit for 
the deposition, he was held in contempt, and ordered to deposit 
cascading fines into the clerk’s office until he travelled to Connecticut 
to sit for the depositions. Mr. Jones complied, paid his fines, and sat for 
two days of depositions, as ordered. P. 482. 

In particular, Mr. Jones was noticed to appear at a deposition in 
Austin, Texas, on March 23, 2022, and March 24, 2022. Prior to the 
deposition on March 23, Mr. Jones filed a motion for a protective order, 
citing a medical emergency. The trial Court, at the request of the 
plaintiffs, held an “emergency” hearing, and ordered Mr. Jones to 
appear at his deposition on the 23rd. P. 222-261. Mr. Jones did not 
appear at his deposition on the 23rd. Instead, he filed a renewed 
motion for a protective order, affixing to it two sworn statements from 
physicians, one of who saw Mr. Jones on March 20, 2022 at Mr. Jones’ 
residence and was so alarmed at what he saw, after he examined Mr. 
Jones, he ordered Mr. Jones to go immediately to emergency room or to 
call 911. Mr. Jones refused to do either. Affidavit of Dr. Benjamin 
Marble, p. 276, paras. 7-9. He then advised Mr. Jones to remain at 
home and at rest until he could undergo more sophisticated medical 
testing. Mr. Jones again apparently refused to comply with the order to 
stay at home. P. 283, paras. 10-11. 

Dr. Marble then arranged for Mr. Jones to get an emergency 
comprehensive workup to be conducted by another physician at her 
clinic in Marble Falls, Texas, Dr. Amy Offutt, on the morning of March 
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23, 2022.2 Dr. Marble advised that Mr. Jones “neither attend a 
deposition nor return to work until the test results [were] completed; 
he adjudged Mr. Jones “at serious risk of harm,” Id., paras. 13-15. 

Dr. Offutt signed a notarized letter attesting that she conducted 
medical tests of Mr. Jones on March 23, 2022. P. 278-283. The tests 
involved “acute medical issues that were time-sensitive and potentially 
serious.” She “started a comprehensive medical evaluation” that 
involved laboratory tests that needed to be proceeded and interpreted. 
Dr Offutt discharged Mr. Jones from her clinic with instructions to 
“avoid too much stress” and included “ER precautions if he develop[ed] 
escalating symptoms.” As a result of her findings, she “advised him not 
attend court proceedings for now.” Id., p. 283-284. 

The plaintiffs responded with the sort of vitriol and sarcasm 
that typified so much of the case. What they did not do was controvert 
the evidence Mr. Jones presented in the form of sworn statements from 
physicians. They let ridicule do the work of analysis, and the trial 
Court indulged them. 

“Alex Jones is in contempt of this Court,” the plaintiffs wrote in 
their motion seeking contempt. “He is so afraid of being deposed in this 
case that he refused to attend his own depositions, even after the Court 
ordered him to do so. His invented excuses for his absences only 
confirm his contempt” Counsel referred to his “bogus argument that he 
was unable to attend to his depositions due to his health concerns.” 
Counsel then contrasts Mr. Jones’ behavior with the “dignity and 
courage [] the plaintiffs [showed when they] subjected themselves to 
hours and hours of painful questioning by Mr. Jones’s [sic] lawyers – 

2 Marble Falls, Texas is, according to TravelMath, approximately a 50- 
mile drive from Austin, Tex. (TravelMath.com, accessed November 24, 
2022). 
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[while] Mr. Jones plays sick when it is his turn to tell the truth under 
oath.” P. 343. 

The plaintiffs did not ask for an independent medical 
examination, or medical records, or an opportunity to speak to Mr. 
Jones’ physicians subjected to a waiver of applicable privileges; they 
did not seek discovery of any sort as to the physicians who signed their 
names under oath to opinions and attestations about the advice the 
physicians gave to Mr. Jones. They didn’t need to. The trial Court had 
already sanctioned Mr. Jones and was disposed to believe the worst 
about him. 

The trial Court then took aim at Mr. Jones, suggesting that he 
should have provided the Court with more information about his 
medical condition when he sought emergency relief, effectively 
asserting that when it comes to civil justice, a Court’s need to manage 
its docket trumps medical confidentiality and advice. 

At one of the “emergency” hearings requested by plaintiffs’ 
counsel, the trial Court noted: 

Mr. Jones has by all accounts broadcast live from his studio … 
in disregard of Dr. Marble’s purported (emphasis added) 
instructions to stay home and rest. Additionally, plaintiffs’ 
counsel alleges (emphasis added) that even today, Mr. Jones 
called into his show, speaking on the war in Ukraine, although 
the court has no evidence to confirm that. While the court has no 
details regarding Dr. Offutt’s background or qualifications, it 
appears both from Dr. Marble’s letter that the court reviewed 
yesterday in camera, and from Dr. Offutt’s letter today, that the 
medical issues, while potentially serious, are not currently 
serious enough either to require his hospitalization, or convince 
him to stop engaging in his broadcasts. Mr. Jones cannot 
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unilaterally decide to continue to engage in his broadcasts, but 
refuse to participate in a deposition. The motion [for a protective 
order] is denied. Of course, if, as Dr. Offutt indicates, he 
develops escalating symptoms such that he is hospitalized, that 
change in circumstances would excuse his attendance at a court 
ordered deposition. 

 
App, DN 744.10, 3/23/22 Order, pp. 309. 

If Mr. Jones is unsuccessful in overturning the jury verdict in 
this case, it is foreseeable that he will be forced to endure the rigors of 
collection efforts by judgment creditors who seem bent on destroying 
him. Although the sum he was ordered to pay in the contempt finding 
is small by contrast to the jury’s award, the principle and point he 
seeks to make here is significant. He ought not to be faulted to turning 
over more robust medical information about himself to a Court and 
counsel so quick to condemn him. Due process matters, even for the 
scorned. 

 
 

6. Argument 
I. The trial Court abused its discretion and relied 

on clearly erroneous findings of fact when, 
after reviewing sworn statements from his 
physicians attesting that Alex Jones was too ill 
to attend a deposition, the trial Court ordered 
Mr. Jones to appear nonetheless; when Mr. 
Jones obeyed his doctor’s order, the Court held 
Mr. Jones in contempt absent any real findings 
of fact. 
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A. Introduction 
This litigation was several years old by the time the plaintiffs 

noticed Mr. Jones’ deposition. The judge presiding over it first assumed 
responsibility for the file when she was assigned to the complex 
litigation docket in Bridgeport; when the judge was transferred to 
Waterbury, the judge took the file with her. Throughout the 
proceedings, the court held periodic and regular “status conferences.” 
Even by the standards of highly contentious cases, the file was 
extraordinarily active, with hundreds of motions filed. As of this 
writing, there are more than 1,000 docket entries. 

Almost from the inception of the case, the plaintiffs sought 
sanctions, first for failure fully to comply with preliminary “limited” 
discovery requests they claimed they needed to respond to a motion to 
dismiss under the state’s new anti-SLAPP statute, then due to 
extrajudicial comments Mr. Jones made about plaintiffs’ counsel on his 
nationally syndicated show, then for various other claims as to 
deficiencies with discovery compliance in general. They ultimately 
obtained what they wanted, relief from proving their claims on the 
merits. A liability default was entered. Several of the entities initially 
sued sought relief in the federal bankruptcy court, resulting in further 
delay. 

In March, 2022, the plaintiffs noticed the deposition of Mr. 
Jones, and set it in person for a location in Austin, Texas, where Mr. 
Jones lives and works on March 23, 2022, and March 24, 2022. Just 
before the March 23, 2022 deposition, Mr. Jones sought a protective 
order based on the advice of a physician. The plaintiffs sought, and 
obtained, an emergency hearing, and the trial Court denied the relief 
requested. Mr. Jones was ordered to appear at his deposition on March 
23, 2022. 
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Instead, Mr. Jones followed his physician’s advice, did not 
attend the deposition as ordered, and went instead to a medical clinic 
for a comprehensive medical examination and testing by another 
physician. He did not attend his deposition on the 23rd or the following 
day, on advice of his physicians. 

Mr. Jones presented to the trial Court an affidavit and a letter 
signed under oath by both physicians. The writings confirmed that he 
was under close observation and had been advised by medical 
professionals not to attend the depositions. 

The plaintiffs resorted to form and sought more sanctions in the 
form a finding of contempt and attorney’s fees and costs. The trial 
Court held a brief hearing, and granted the relief sought. 

The Court heard no testimony and proceeded by way of proffer of 
counsel. Mr. Jones was not summoned to testify; no further 
information about the medical conditions he suffered from was sought 
or obtained. Mr. Jones was held in contempt for following the advice of 
his doctors. 

The result is manifestly unjust. 

B. Reviewability 
 

Mr. Jones filed for a protective order and renewed the motion 
after its initial denial. The trial Court denied both motions after 
argument on the record. The plaintiffs moved for contempt, and both 
parties briefed their respective positions. Thereafter, the trial Court 
issued it ruling orally, signing the ruling to make it a Court order. 
Although rendered prior to the entry of final judgment in the 
underlying litigation, the finding of civil contempt is, in this instance, 
an appealable final judgment. 

An otherwise interlocutory order is appealable in two 
circumstances: (1) where the order or action terminates a 
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separate and distinct proceeding, or 2) whether the order so 
concludes the rights of the parties that further orders cannot 
affect them ... A civil contempt order requiring the contemnor to 
incur a cost or take specific action … satisfies the second prong 
… and, therefore. Constitutes an appealable final judgment. 

 
(citations omitted) N.D.R. Liuzzie, Inc. v. Lighthouse Litho, LLC, 144 
Conn.App. 613 (2013); citing, State v. Curcio, 191 Conn. 22,31 (1983) 
and Khan v. Hillyer, 306 Conn. 205, 217 (2012). 

C. Standard of Review 
A finding of contempt is a question of fact, and our standard of 
review is to determine whether the court abused its discretion in 
[finding] that the actions or inactions of the [alleged contemnor] 
were in contempt of a court order…. To constitute contempt, a 
party’s conduct must be willful… Noncompliance alone will not 
support a judgment of contempt… [T]he credibility of witnesses, 
the findings of fact and the drawing of inferences are all within 
the province of the finder of fact… We review the findings to 
determine whether they could legally and reasonably be found, 
thereby establishing that the trial court could reasonably have 
concluded as it did. 

 
Quaranta v. Cooley, 130 Conn.App. 835, 840-841 (2011); O’Connell v. 
O’Connell, 101 Conn. 942 (2004). 
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A. Legal Analysis 
1. The trial Court didn’t need evidence; it 

prejudged the case, shockingly 
substituting its judgment about Mr. 
Jones’ health for that of his physicians. 

Absent from this record is any consideration of the fact that Mr. 
Jones’s physicians might have been telling the truth about their advice 
to Mr. Jones and that they did, in fact, advise him not to attend Court 
proceedings. If the trial court had reasons for stating that Dr. Marbles’ 
instructions were not in fact made, or were not legitimate – the clear 
impression by the Court’s reference to those instructions as 
“purported” – then the trial Court should have, and could have, 
requested additional information from the physicians. P. 309. The 
defendant would then have been in familiar territory sculped by such 
cases as State v. Esposito, 192 Conn. 166 (1984), which provide 
interested parties the opportunity either to disclose otherwise 
confidential medical information, or face consequences. 

In Esposito, a criminal case addressing confrontation issues 
unique in a Sixth Amendment context, the Court laid the now familiar 
foundation for such claims. When medically confidential information is 
necessary for the fact-finder to make a decision, the party whose 
records are at issue should be made aware of the need for the records 
and given an option on whether to waive the privilege and permit the 
Court to inspect the records. Once the inspection occurs, the trial Court 
then informs the possessor of the privilege of its intent to disclose the 
information to others. Again, the possessor of the privilege has the 
option either to waive the privilege, or, in the alternative, face the 
consequences of a failure to waive. In a criminal case, that 
consequences might be preclusion of a witness’ testimony on the 
grounds that a defendant lacks, as a result of failure to waive a 
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privilege, information necessary to cross examine, or confront, a 
witness within the meaning of the Sixth Amendment. Esposito, at 179- 
180. 

Certainly, this is not a criminal case, and Esposito and its 
progeny are not civil cases, but the medical privilege is no less real in 
the civil arena. See, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 52-146e. In the instant case, 
Mr. Jones was under no obligation to open his medical records in 
support of his motion for relief from the depositions as scheduled. He 
provided the Court with notice from his physicians of the basis for his 
seeking relief, and of the advice the physicians had given him. He 
requested temporary relief in the form of resetting deposition 
deadlines. The trial Court claims it needed more than these 
representations, but it never provided Mr. Jones with a request for 
more; this litigation did not result in a constructive waiver of his right 
to keep confidential facts about his medical condition. 

If, given the history of this case, the Court had misgivings about 
Mr. Jones’ motives, that may or may not have been reason to ask his 
physicians for more information. The Court should have, consistent 
with Esposito, advised Mr. Jones of its suspicions, placed him on notice 
of the need for additional information, and warned him of the negative 
consequences that might flow from a failure to provide more 
information. Instead, the Court leapt immediately to the conclusion 
that Mr. Jones’ physicians were either lying or had otherwise engaged 
in deceitful conduct. There was nothing in the record to support this 
gratuitous impugning of the physician’s character or opinions. There 
was nothing “purported” about either the affidavit submitted or the 
letter signed and notarized. 

Similarly, the Court’s decision to rely on the representations of 
plaintiffs’ counsel -- Attorney Mattei, the same counsel at issue in the 
earlier disciplinary ruling that made its way to the state Supreme 
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Court, see Lafferty, infra, p. -- as to Mr. Jones’ conduct, while at the 
same time declaring counsel’s observations are not evidence, is 
troublesome. “Additionally, plaintiffs’ counsel alleges (emphasis added) 
that even today, Mr. Jones called into his show, speaking on the war in 
Ukraine, although the court has no evidence to confirm that.” P. 310. 
What exactly is this? Why mention the allegation of counsel if there is 
no evidence to confirm it? 

On the record as a whole, one gets the impression that the trial 
Court was far more interested in keeping this case on the schedule the 
Court had set for it, rather than reaching the correct legal conclusions 
as the case unfolded. 

2. The Court’s decision to hold Mr. Jones 
in contempt violates a fundamental 
right to due process of law and to be 
free to follow the advice of his medical 
providers 

 
“Although … plenary review of civil contempt orders extends to 

some issues that are not truly jurisdictional, its emphasis on 
fundamental rights underscores the proposition that the grounds for 
any appeal from a contempt order are more restricted than would be 
the case in an ordinary plenary appeal from a civil judgment.” Eldridge 
v. Eldridge, 244 Conn. 523, 527-528 (1998), cited in In re Jeffrey C., 
261 Conn. 189 (2002). 

Mr. Jones is not contending that the contempt order in this case 
was criminal in character. He was given the option to purge the 
contempt, and he did purge it – once his doctor’s cleared him to 
participate. “A contempt is considered civil when the punishment is 
wholly remedial, serves only the purposes of the complainant, and is 
not intended as a deterrent to offenses against the public.” Quaranta v. 
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Cooley, 130 Conn. App. 835, 841 (2011); “civil contempt is designed to 
compel future compliance.” Monsam v. Dearington, 82 Conn. App. 451, 
456 (2004). 

The contempt at issue in this case was indirect, that is, it arose 
from conduct that took place outside the courtroom and not in the 
presence of the Court. “[A] finding of indirect contempt must be 
established by sufficient proof that is premised upon competent 
evidence presented to the trial court in accordance with the rules of 
procedure as in ordinary cases… A finding of contempt is a factual 
finding … We will reverse that finding only if we conclude that the 
trial court abused its discretion.” Lamacchia v. Chilinsky, 85 Conn. 
App. 1, 4 (2004), citing, Billings v. Billings, 54 Conn. App. 142, 154 
(1999). 

The right to refuse medical care is rooted in our nation’s 
fundamental transition of self-determination, which includes a 
common law right to bodily self-determination. Stamford Hospital v. 
Vega, 236 Conn. 646, 662-663 (1996). Obviously, this is not a case 
asserting the right to refuse care. But this case sounds in the same 
philosophic core: Who determines when a patient can assert the right 
to bodily self-determination and privacy once a physician has issued a 
recommendation? Certainly, the Court has interests in the timely 
administrative of justice, but permitting a trial Court to run roughshod 
over the unrebutted advice of a physician places litigants in the 
uncomfortable position of having to choose between their health and a 
judge’s ire. Before a judge makes a decision that countermands a 
doctor’s orders, minimal dues process requires that something more 
than what took place here occur. 

Mr. Jones suggests that the teaching of Mathews v. Eldridge, 
424 U.S. 319 (1976) compels reversal and that his suggestion that this 
Court require a test akin to that used in the confrontation context as 
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reflected in Esposito, be adopted whenever a litigant faces a finding of 
contempt over a medical note a Court finds suspicious. “[D]ue process 
generally requires consideration of three distinct factors; First, the 
private interest that will be affected by official action; second, the risk 
of erroneous deprivation of such interests through the procedures used 
… [and] the Government’s interest.” Mathews, 424 U.S. at 335. 

The first and second factors tip decisively in Mr. Jones’ favor. 
First, Mr. Jones has an undisputed right to keep confidential his 
medical information. While the Court is not being asked here to adopt 
a regime in which litigants can appear in Court and simply assert 
“doctor’s orders,” Mr. Jones does ask this Court to adopt a regime that 
provides litigants with protection from a trial Court’s high-handed 
rejection of medical evidence tendered in the face of exigency. Mr. 
Jones presented medical opinions. The Court rejected them on their 
face, ascribing the general disdain it felt toward Mr. Jones – as 
evidenced by its prior rulings on sanctions – to his physicians. In any 
other context, the result would be, and should be even in this context, 
regarded as a shocking departure from judicial norms. 

Second, the risk of erroneous deprivation is significant. A more 
timid litigant might decide it is better to fall ill than endure the scorn 
of a judge. Upon presentation of a medical affidavit and/or letter the 
Court has a responsibility absent exigent circumstances to tread with 
caution. The risk to patient health is too great for summary process. 

The Court’s interest is significant here, and the trial Court’s 
suspicions need not be impugned to secure the relief sought. If the 
letters were tendered in bad faith, the Court could take what steps 
were necessary to vindicate the authority of the Court in orderly 
process and by use of competent evidence. Again, in the absence of 
exigency, there was no need to act without further inquiry. 



Page 19 of 625 

There was no urgency in this matter. Due process could have 
been respected. Mr. Jones’ right to heed the advice of his doctors, even 
if he did so selectively, could, at the very least, be acknowledged. The 
trial court seemed more solicitous of is own needs than those of justice, 
a pattern obvious at many junctures in this case. 

7. Conclusion and Statement of Relief Requested

For all of the reasons stated herein, Mr. Jones requests that the 
order holding him in contempt be vacated, together with the order that 
he pay attorney’s fees and costs. 

Dated: December 14 2022 Respectfully submitted, 
/s/ Norman A. Pattis 
NORMAN A. PATTIS 
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
Juris No. 423934 
383 Orange St., First Floor 
New Haven, CT 06511 
Tel: (203) 393-3017 
Fax: (203) 393-9745 
npattis@pattisandsmith.com 

8. Certification of Compliance

The undersigned hereby certifies the following: 

That the electronically submitted brief and appendices have been 
delivered electronically to the last known e-mail or physical address 
of each counsel of record and to any trial judge who rendered a 
decision that is the subject matter of the appeal, pursuant to PB § 
67-2(b);

mailto:npattis@pattisandsmith.com
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Attorney Matthew Blumenthal 
Attorney Joshua Koskoff Koskoff 
Koskoff & Bieder 
350 Fairfield Avenue Bridgeport, 
CT 06604 

Attorney Eric Henzy 
Zeisler & Zeisler P.C. 
10 Middle Street 
15th Floor 
Bridgeport, CT 06604 

Attorney Mario Kenneth 
Cerame Brignole & Bush, LLC 
73 Wadsworth Street Hartford, 
CT 06604 

Hon. Barbara Bellis 
JD Courthouse at Waterbury 
300 Grand St. 
Waterbury, CT 0670



That the electronically submitted brief and appendices have been 
redacted or do not contain any names or personal identifying 
information that is prohibited from disclosure by rule, statute, court 
order or case law, pursuant to PB § 67-2(b)(2). 

That the brief and appendices being filed with the appellate clerk are 
true copies of the brief and appendices that were submitted 
electronically, pursuant to PB § 67-2(b); 

That, pursuant to the Mandatory Electronic Briefing in Appeals Filed 
On or After October 1, 2021 requirements, that this brief contains 4622 
words as counted by the word counting feature of Microsoft Word 2016, 
excluding the parts exempted by the rules; 

That no deviations were requested from any rules; and 

That the brief and appendices comply with all other applicable 
provisions of the Practice Book. 
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NORMAN A. PATTIS



APPENDIX TABLE 
OF CONTENTS 

VOLUME ONE 

Public Interest Appeal Denial Order 03/18/2019 .............................................................. 26 

Motion for Extension of Time re Discovery Motion or Request PB CH13 
03/21/2019 ............................................................................................................................ 27 

Motion re Corporate Rep Depositions JD-CL-77 Form 06/15/2021 .................................. 34 

Defendant’s Notice of Deposition of Jennifer Hensel as Executrix of Estate of Jeremy 
Richman 06/16/2021 ........................................................................................................... 35 

Plaintiff’s Objection to Motion for Protective Order Regarding Corporate Designee 
Deposition Notices 06/16/2021 ............................................................................................ 69 

Amended Motion for Protective Order RE: Deposition of Alex Jones 03/22/2022 Order 
Denied for Reasons Stated on Record 03/22/2022 ............................................................. 131 

Plaintiffs’ Objection to Defendant’s Motion for Protective Order RE: Deposition of 
Alex Jones 03/22/2022 ......................................................................................................... 132 

Order Denying Plaintiff’s Objection to Defendant’s Motion for Protective Order RE: 
Deposition of Alex Jones 03/22/2022 .................................................................................. 137 

Order from Court Demanding Where Alex Jones Show Broadcast Occurred 
03/22/2022 ............................................................................................................................ 138 

Notice to the Court in Compliance with the Court’s March 22 Order 03/23/2022 ............ 139 

Order New Brief Hearing Scheduled for March 30th, 2022 03/23/2022 ............................ 157 

Order RE: Alex Jones Deposition on March 24th, 2022 03/23/2022 .................................. 158 

Objection to Defendant’s Motion for a Capias 03/23/2022 ................................................. 159 

Response to Plaintiff’s Motion for Leave to File Under Seal 02/24/2022 ........................... 167 

Plaintiffs’ Supplemental Brief RE Court’s Authority to Issue Capias 03/23/2022 .......... 171 

Plaintiffs’ Amended Supplemental Brief with Unreported Cases 03/23/2022 .................. 171 

Corrected Objection to Defendant’s Motion for a Capias 03/23/2022 ................................. 179 

Page 22 of 625



VOLUME TWO 

Docket Entry 545.10 Order 03/23/2022 ............................................................................. 199 

Transcript of 03/22/2021 Status Conference 03/23/2022................................................... 222 

Docket Entry 547.10 Order 03/23/2022 .............................................................................. 264 

Appeal to Appellate Court re:  Contempt Finding and Sanctions 03/31/2022 ...... 286 

Motion for Review of Denial of Motion for Stay 04/01/2022 .............................................. 292 

Jones D e f e n d a n t s ’ Renewed Emergency Motion for Protective Order 03/23/2022
 ............................................................................................................................................. 302 

Docket Entry 549.10 Order 03/24/2022 .............................................................................. 309 

Transcript of 03/23/2022 Hearing 03/28/2022 ................................................................... 310 

Plaintiffs’ Motion for Finding of Civil Contempt 03/31/2022 ........................................... 343 

Jones Defendant’s Objection to Motion for Order & Sanctions 03/28/2022 ...................... 401 

Docket Entry 551.10 Order 03/31/2022 ............................................................................. 434 

Jones Defendant’s Objection to Motion for Contempt 03/28/2022 .................................... 417 

Alex Jones’ Notice of Compliance with Court’s Contempt Order Concerning Daily 
Fines 04/04/2022 ................................................................................................................. 473 

Notice of Compliance with Court’s Contempt Order 04/04/2022 ...................................... 476 

Notice of Compliance with Court’s 03/30/2022 Order 04/06/2022 .................................... 479 

Jones Defendant’s 04/06/2022 Notice of Compliance with 03/30/2022 Order 
04/06/2022 ........................................................................................................................... 482 
Jones Defendant’s Motion for Order Declaring Alex Jones Purged of Contempt and 
Returning Paid Fines 04/06/2022 ...................................................................................... 485 

Order from Court Directing Clerk to return the $75,000 paid 
04/14/2022...........................................................................................................489 

Page 23 of 625



VOLUME THREE 

Order Awarded Fees and Costs of Depositions 04/07/2022 ............................................. 491 

Plaintiffs’ Motion for Extension of Time re: Briefing Schedule With Regards To 
Costs and Fees Awarded March 30th, 2022 Contempt Hearing On Consent 
04/12/2022 ......................................................................................................................... 492 

Docket Entry 581.10 Order: Granted by Agreement ....................................................... .495 

Plaintiffs’ Supplemental Filing in Support of Plaintiffs’ Request for Fees and Costs 
04/14/2022 ..........................................................................................................................497 

Docket Entry 582.10 Order: Defense Fees Brief Due Date and Reply Date Set
 ........................................................................................................................................... .496 

Emergency Motion for Stay is Denied 04/04/2022 .............................................................614 

Plaintiff’s Emergency Motion for Order Requiring Alex Jones to Appear for Deposition 
03/23/2022 ...........................................................................................................................615 

Page 24 of 625



STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
APPELLATE COURT 

______________________________ 
AC 45401 

______________________________ 
ERICA LAFFERTY ET AL 

(Plaintiffs) 
v. 

ALEX JONES ET AL
(Defendants) 

_______________________________ 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF WATERBURY At 
WATEBURY

HON. BARABARA BELLIS
________________________________ 

APPENDIX OF APPELLANT 
VOLUME 1 

FOR THE APPELLANT 
Norman A. Pattis 
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
Juris No. 423943 
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
Orange St., First Floor 
New Haven, CT 06511 
203.393.3017 (tel) 
203.393.9745 (fax) 

Page 25 of 625



ORDER    421277
DOCKET NO: FBTCV186081366S

SHERLACH, WILLIAM Et Al
    V.
JONES, ALEX EMRIC Et Al

SUPERIOR COURT

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF FAIRFIELD
    AT BRIDGEPORT

3/8/2019

ORDER

The following order is entered in the above matter:

ORDER:

The following order is entered in the above matter:
ORDER:
Please be advised that until further notice, all proceedings will continue to take place in Bridgeport,
despite the transfer to the Complex Litiigation Docket.
421277
Judge: BARBARA N BELLIS

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order.

421277

Judge: BARBARA N BELLIS
Processed by: Janice Pulos

This document may be signed or verified electronically and has the same validity and status as a document with a physical
(pen-to-paper) signature. For more information, see Section I.E. of the State of Connecticut Superior Court E-Services
Procedures and Technical Standards (https://jud.ct.gov/external/super/E-Services/e-standards.pdf), section 51-193c of the
Connecticut General Statutes and Connecticut Practice Book Section 4-4.

FBTCV186081366S    3/8/2019 Page 1 of 1
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UWY -CV-18-6046438-S SUPERIOR COURT 

William Sherlach, et al J.D. OF FAIRFIELD 

v. AT BRIDGEPORT 

Alex Emric Jones, et al MARCH 21, 2019 

DEFENDANTS JONES; INFOWARS, LLC; FREE SPEECH SYSTEMS. LLC; 
INFOWARS HEALTH. LLC; and PRISON PLANET TV. LLC, MOTION FOR 

EXTENSION OF TIME TO COMPLY WITH DISOVERY ORDER 

It is perhaps unsurprising that the plaintiffs in this case seek to avoid adjudication 

of the motion to dismiss in the instant case. The claims raised by the plaintiffs represent 

a clear and present danger to the nation's long history of tolerance and respect for 

diverse voices. From the days of the penny press at the time of our funding to the 

raucous cacophony of voices on the Internet, the freedom to speak, to advance even 

the most outlandish views, has been held sacrosanct. The plaintiffs seek to trample the 

first amendment's guarantee of freedom of expression, to hold it, in effect, to the 

standards demanded by sympathetic censors. 

The plaintiffs are surviving family members of persons massacred in Sandy 

Hook, Connecticut in 2014. They claim that Mr. Jones harmed them by denying the 

reality of the horrific loss that now defines them. Mr. Jones denies defaming them, and 

contends that in hosting guests on his show he exercised core free-speech values by 

permitting others to raise questions about whether the massacre was staged as a 

1 
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ARGUMENT REQUESTED/POTENTIAL TESTIMONY REQUIRED 

means of holding the Second Amendment in disrepute. The plaintiffs seek money 

damages for their sorrows. 

Counsel for Mr. Jones filed a special motion to dismiss, seeking to avail himself 

of the protection our Legislature deems necessary to those engaged in first amendment 

activities. That motion permits, among other things, limited discovery by plaintiffs, 

transferring to them the financial burdens of compliance with discovery. When trial 

counsel sought to appear pro hac vice from a sister jurisdiction, the court denied the 

application - the plaintiffs obtained the relief they sought. This resulted in a change of 

counsel, and resulted in delay with compliance with certain court orders related to 

discovery. 

The undersigned has appeared and taken responsibility for the case. He 

represented that new pro hac vice counsel would appear, and sought delay of discovery 

compliance deadlines. When the undersigned then learned that new counsel would not 

seek to appear, he undertook sole responsibility for representation of Mr. Jones and the 

related defendants. 

The undersigned sought on March 18,2018, by way of a motion, two weeks of 

additional time to comply with discovery requests. The trial court suggested that this 

motion would be addressed on March 22, 2018. On March 19, 2018, the defendants 

objected, suggesting that spoliation may be afoot. There is no factual basis for that 

suggestion. The trial court denied the motion to dismiss the day after the plaintiffs' filed 

2 
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their objection. Thereafter, the plaintiffs filed a motion for sanctions, seeking summary 

denial of the motion to dismiss. 

RECONSIDERATION OF THE DENIAL OF MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF 

TIME TO RESPOND TO DISCOVERY 

The defendants herewith seek reconsideration of the denial of their motion for 

additional time to comply with discovery. The undersigned represents as follows based 

on his direct knowledge. 

1. The Jones defendants have not engaged in dilatory tactics for purpose of

avoiding discovery obligations. Based on the undersigned's communication

with the defendants and their representatives, the undersigned has come to

understand that the defendants were under the impression that full

compliance had been tendered. They took no steps to destroy evidence or

otherwise to delay discovery

2. The undersigned has spoken to the Information Technology director for the

defendants and learned that he has spent many days searching through a

database of 9.3 million emails to locate items responsive to the discovery

requests. Those requests identify more than two dozen individual names that

must be searched. A search for each name takes about 24 hours. To date,

80,000 potentially discoverable emails have been unearthed.

3. The undersigned has spoken to a Human Resources officer working for Mr.

Jones to seek other documents responsive to the requests for production and

is told those documents will be tendered forthwith.

4. Upon information and belief, delay in compliance with discovery is a function

of communication issues between and among counsel, including potential pro

3 
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hac vice counsel, as this case moved from original counsel to the 

undersigned. 

5. The undersigned has two lawyers in his office currently at work on

compliance with discovery, only having received significant portions of the

material from putative pro hac vice counsel late in the day on March 20, 2019.

6. The undersigned has also contacted a data retrieval firm for an estimate of

the expense necessary to comply with discovery.

7. If permitted to do so, the undersigned will seek to offer testimony on the

aforementioned topics.

OPPOSITION TO REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS 

In the event that the court denies the motion to reconsider, the plaintiffs 

seek sanctions in the form of a summary denial of the motion to dismiss. Such a 

sanction is unduly harsh, and disproportionate any harm caused by delay of 

discovery. 

The plaintiffs cannot credibly claim prejudice. They are the parties who 

initiated this lawsuit, waiting for years after some of the alleged conduct of which 

they complain took place. It is the defendants who are prejudiced here, being 

compelled to comply with expedited discovery involving review of millions of 

documents. Simply put, the plaintiffs are gaming the system to leverage 

overbroad discovery requests - none involving financial issues - into an effort to 

avoid judgment as a matter of law. 

There is no evidence that the delays in this case are a function of a 

deliberate effort to avoid court-imposed obligations. As explained in previous 

4 
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motions, the defendants sought representation of counsel of choice on a pro hac 

vice basis. When that counsel was denied admission, the defendants sought new 

counsel. The undersigned has done all that he can reasonably be expected to 

do. 

It may be that Mr. Jones's speech discomfits folks in Southern New 

England. Our family and friends lost loved ones at Sandy Hook. But free speech 

is always tested in the crucible of unpopular, even sometimes irresponsible 

speech. Mr. Jones has millions of listeners who look to him to understand a 

bewildering world. He operates a newsgathering organization that may be 

unorthodox, but is no less real. He seeks the ability to protect the identity of those 

who contribute tips to his enterprise by claiming the journalistic privilege. A 

sanction involving the loss of the right to assert privilege on grounds that it has 

been waived is also unduly harsh. The anti-SLAPP statute and the state's 

journalistic shield statute express a strong public policy preference for 

safeguarding core first amendment values. These values ought not to be 

sacrificed for the sake of the tender sensibilities of the politically correct. 

If sanctions are appropriate, the defendants request that they be as 

follows: a waiver of the right to seek compensation for the cost of compliance 

with the plaintiffs' burdensome requests, and a date certain by which the 

defendants must submit discovery compliance or suffer potential loss of the right 

to make claims of journalistic privilege. 

5 
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CONCLUSION 

The focus of this litigation should not be on what Mr. Jones said and why 

he said it. The focus should be on what conditions in American life make the 

sorts of conspiracy theories he is alleged to have advanced so popular to millions 

of listeners. The answer is simple: there is a broad crisis of legitimacy afoot in the 

United States. Legitimacy won't be restored by silencing the unorthodox. The 

marketplace of ideas is where speech is tested. It has long since been that way 

in the United States. Do we now enact special rules now because fear is in the 

air? 

There is no mob quite so ferocious as a mob of self-righteous folk. Let this 

case be tested on its merits, not on adventitious posturing and pleading wars. 

6 

Alex Jones; 
Infowars, LLC; 
Free Speech Systems, LLC; 
Infowars Health, LLC; and, 
Prison Planet, LLC 
BY:/s/ Norman A. Pattis/s/ 
Norman A. Pattis, Their Attorney 
PATTIS & SMITH, LLC 
Juris No. 423934 
383 Orange Street, 
New Haven, Ct 06511 
V: 203-393-3017,F: 203-393-9745 
npattis@pattisandsmith.com 
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ORDER 

The foregoing is GRANTED/DENIED as follows: 

_ ___________ , J. 

CERTIFICATION 

This is to certify and a copy of the foregoing has been emailedand/ormailed.this 21th 
day of March, 2019 to: 

Wolfgang Halbig-TO BE MAILED 
25526 Haws Run Lane 
Sorrento, FL 32776 
wolfgang. ha Ibig@comcast.net 

Lawrence L. Connelli, Esq. 
Regnier Taylor Curran & Eddy 
100 Pearl Street, 4th Floor 
Hartford, CT 06103 
LConnelli@rtcelaw.com 

Stephen P. Brown, Esq. 
Wilson Elser Moskowitz Edelman & Dicker 
1010 Washington Blvd, 8th Floor 
Stamford, Ct 06901 
stephen.brown@wilsonelser.com 

Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 
c/o Ted Anderson 
190 Cobblestone Lane 
Burnsville, MN 55337 
t.anderson@gcnlive.com 

Koskoff Koskoff & Bieder, PC 
330 Fairfield Ave. 
Bridgeport, CT 06604 
asterling@koskoff.com 
cmattei@koskoff.com 
mblumenthal@koskoff.com 

Is/Norman A. Pattis /s/ 
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436S : SUPERIOR COURT 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL. : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : JUNE 15, 2021 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

NO. X-06-UWY-CV18-6046437S : SUPERIOR COURT 

WILLIAM SHERLACH  : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : JUNE 15, 2021 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438S : SUPERIOR COURT 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL.   : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL.  : JUNE 15, 2021 

MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER AGAINST DEFENDANTS’ NOTICE OF 
DEPOSITION OF PLAINTIFF JENNIFER HENSEL AS EXECUTRIX OF 

WITHDRAWN PLAINTIFF THE ESTATE OF JEREMY RICHMAN 

On June 8, 2021, the Estate of Jeremy Richman withdrew its claims against all defendants. 

The Jones defendants nevertheless insist that they will attempt to take a second deposition of 

plaintiff Jennifer Hensel in her capacity as executrix of the Richman Estate. Such a deposition is 

unnecessary, has no legitimate purpose, could serve only to harass Ms. Hensel, and is unduly 

burdensome. This Court should therefore grant this motion and enter a protective order preventing 

Ms. Hensel from being deposed a second time in her capacity as executrix for an estate that is no 

longer a party to this case.  
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I. FACTS

On May 25, the Jones defendants served a Re-Notice of Deposition and Subpoena of Ms.

Hensel on the Koskoff firm, noticing her deposition as Executrix of the Estate of Jeremy Richman 

to proceed on July 13, 2021. Ex. A, Re-Notice of Deposition. No earlier than May 31, Ms. Hensel 

was served with the same notice of deposition and subpoena. Ms. Hensel’s deposition in her 

individual capacity is separately noticed to proceed. The extensive Requests for Production made 

to Ms. Hensel in her individual capacity as a party are the same as the document requests directed 

to her via subpoena in her capacity as Executrix.   

On June 8, 2021, the Richman Estate withdrew its claims against all defendants, thus 

ending Ms. Hensel’s association with the case in her capacity as Executrix. Withdrawal in Part, 

Dkt. 357.00, June 8, 2021. Counsel for the plaintiffs contacted the Jones defendants’ counsel to 

confirm that Ms. Hensel’s deposition as Executrix would not proceed in light of the Estate’s 

withdrawal. Ex. B, Letter from Alinor Sterling to Jay Wolman, June 9, 2021. On June 9, counsel 

was surprised to learn that the Jones defendants still wish to proceed with the deposition of Ms. 

Hensel as Executrix. Ex. C, Email from Jay Wolman to Alinor Sterling, June 9, 2021. 

Previously, the Jones defendants filed a Motion for Stay and Notice of Violation of Duty 

of Candor based in part on the allegation that Mr. Richman’s 2019 death had been insufficiently 

communicated to the Jones defendants and the Court, and that the plaintiffs had unacceptably 

delayed substituting Mr. Richman’s estate. Dkt. 337.00, May 11, 2021. On June 7, this Court 

denied the motion, noting that, “based on the filings, it appears that the plaintiffs and the Alex 

Jones defendants were aware in 2019 of the death of the plaintiff Jeremy Richman” and that the 

remaining defendant was non-appearing. Order, Dkt. 337.20. It also noted that “it is entirely 

inappropriate for counsel for the Jones defendants to invoke the Rules of Professional Conduct as 
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a procedural weapon in this forum.” Id. Addressing the Jones defendants’ motion, it continued: 

“The Rules . . . should not be used by counsel to obtain a tactical advantage” and that “[a]ny further 

such usage of the Rules of Professional Conduct by counsel in filings in this civil action shall result 

in immediate action by the court. See Practice Book §2-45.” Id.  

II. ARGUMENT 

 Practice Book 13-5 permits a court to “make any order which justice requires to protect a 

party from annoyance, embarrassment, oppression, or undue burden or expense.” To obtain a 

protective order under Conn. Practice Book § 13-5, the defendants must show “good cause.” Welch 

v. Welch, 48 Conn. Supp. 19, 20 (Super. Ct. 2003) (quoting Practice Book § 13-5). “Good cause 

has been defined as ‘a sound basis or legitimate need to take judicial action.’” Id. (collecting cases). 

It “must be based upon a particular and specific demonstration of fact, as distinguished from 

stereotyped and conclusory statements.” Id. (citation omitted). The trial court is vested with the 

inherent authority to moderate the discovery process by imposing protective orders under 

appropriate circumstances.  Rosado v. Bridgeport Roman Catholic Diocesan, 276 Conn. 168, 221 

n.59 (2005).  It has long been recognized that the granting or denial of a discovery request rests in 

the sound discretion of the trial court. Barry v. Quality Steel Products, Inc., 280 Conn. 1, 16–17 

(2006).  

 A protective order is necessary in this case. Neither Jeremy Richman nor his Estate is a 

party to this case. There is no legitimate reason why Ms. Hensel should be forced to undergo a 

second and separate deposition in this case in her capacity as Executrix of her former husband’s 

estate. Despite being asked for one, the Jones defendants have identified no legitimate purpose for 

insisting on deposing her twice, let alone explaining why they individually noticed the deposition 

of Jeremy Richman, whom they know to be deceased. See Ex. B, Letter from Alinor Sterling to 
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Jay Wolman, June 9, 2021 (describing the notice as “harassing” and requesting that the Jones 

defendants “advise . . . that [they] are withdrawing the deposition notice directed to Ms. Hensel in 

her capacity as Executrix”); Ex. C, Email from Jay Wolman to Alinor Sterling, June 9, 2021 

(responding merely that “Mr. Richman cannot be harassed” and that Ms. Hensel’s “deposition in 

her capacity as Executrix (a former party) remains relevant” and that “[w]e intend to proceed”).  

 Courts have routinely denied non-party discovery where it seems aimed at a purpose not 

directly related to claims in the case. Constr. Servs. of Bristol, Inc. v. CDC Fin. Corp., 2000 WL 

1770277, at *3 (Conn. Super. Ct. Oct. 19, 2000) (Kocay, J.) (granting protective order and citing 

cases preventing non-party discovery where appears relevant only to unrelated or post-judgment 

claims). The Jones defendants’ discovery requests to the Estate—including the 69-item 

“Attachment A” to the subpoena tuces tecum served on Ms. Hensel in her capacity as Executrix, 

see Ex. A, Re-Notice of Deposition at 7–21—are identical or nearly identical to those propounded 

against Ms. Hensel in her individual capacity. See Haefele v. Ford, 1998 WL 27142, at *2 (Conn. 

Super. Ct. Jan. 15, 1998) (Flynn, J.) (granting protective order and noting that while party might 

be entitled to “some of the information sought,” “[t]he effect of such a scattergun approach is to 

interject irrelevant issues which are not likely to lead to admissible evidence” and “could only 

serve to humiliate or embarrass the plaintiff without adding anything [to the case]”). Yet, there is 

no reason to believe that the Estate, as opposed to Ms. Hensel in her individual capacity, possesses 

any such materials that could possibly be relevant to any remaining claim in this case. Under the 

circumstances, the only conceivable purpose of such a deposition is harassment or some sort of 

collateral tactical advantage.   

 Even if it is not, such a deposition would be annoying, oppressive, and create an undue 

burden and expense to Ms. Hensel. See Practice Book § 13-5. Sitting for a deposition as her 
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deceased husband’s representative in a case that she has elected to withdraw would be a 

significantly re-traumatizing event. Ms. Hensel has not only lost a child, and not only been re-

traumatized by the abuse and harassment suffered as a result of the Jones defendants’ actions at 

issue in this case, but has also lost her former husband. She understands that the Jones defendants 

are entitled to depose her own claims and evidence related thereto. But where her former husband’s 

estate is no longer a party to the case, there can be no rationale for putting her through a second 

deposition about his affairs. This is especially true when, to the extent the Jones defendants may 

be entitled to any discovery against the Estate at all, they would not need a second deposition from 

Ms. Hensel to obtain it. See Practice Book § 13-5 (noting that court by protective order may limit 

the “method of discovery”). This Court should issue a protective order preventing one from taking 

place.  

III. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, this Court should grant this motion and issue the requested 

protective order.  

THE PLAINTIFFS 
 
 
      By /s/ Matthew S. Blumenthal 
       CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI 
       ALINOR C. STERLING 
       MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
       KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER 
       350 FAIRFIELD AVENUE 
       BRIDGEPORT, CT  06604 
       cmattei@koskoff.com  
       asterling@koskoff.com  
       mblumenthal@koskoff.com  
       Telephone:  (203) 336-4421 
       Fax:  (203) 368-3244 
       JURIS #32250 
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CERTIFICATION 

 
 This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing has been emailed and/or mailed, this day, 
postage prepaid, to all counsel and pro se appearances as follows: 
 
For Alex Emric Jones, Infowars, LLC, Free Speech Systems, LLC, Infowars Health, LLC and 
Prison Planet TV, LLC: 
Jay Marshall Wolman, Esq. 
100 Pearl Street, 14th Floor 
Hartford, CT 06103 
jmw@randazza.com 
P: 702-420-2001 
 
For Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 
Mario Kenneth Cerame, Esq. (and via USPS) 
Brignole & Bush LLC 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT  06106 
mario@brignole.com 
mcerame@brignole.com  
P: 860-527-9973 
 
 
 
        /s/ Matthew S. Blumenthal  

CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI 
ALINOR C. STERLING 
MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
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DOCKET NO: UWY-CV-18-6046436-S : : 
: 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL.,   : 
: 

VS. : 
: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MAY 25, 2021 

DOCKET NO: UWY-CV-18-6046437-S : : 
: 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, : 
: 

VS. : 
: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MAY 25, 2021 

DOCKET NO: UWY-CV-18-6046438-S : : 
: 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL.,   : 
: 

VS. : 
: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MAY 25, 2021 

RE-NOTICE OF VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF JENNIFER HENSEL AS 

EXECUTRIX OF THE ESTATE OF JEREMY RICHMAN 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned defendants hereby issue a notice that 

they will take the videotaped deposition of Jennifer Hensel, as Executrix of the Estate of 

Jeremy Richman, for purposes of discovery and/or use at the trial of this matter before a notary 

public or other competent authority, on Tuesday, July 13, 2021 at 10:00 a.m. (Eastern Time), 

to be held at 41 Berkshire Road, Sandy Hook, Connecticut 06482, or otherwise via remote 

videoconference.  You are invited to attend and cross- examine. The oral examination shall 

continue from day to day until completed.  

/ / 

/ / 
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Pursuant to Practice Book § 13-27, the deponent is further requested to produce the 

following documents at the deposition: SEE “ATTACHMENT A TO SUBPOENA DUCES 

TECUM”. 

Dated: May 25, 2021. Respectfully submitted, 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, INFOWARS, LLC, 
FREE SPEECH SYSTEMS, LLC, 
INFOWARS HEALTH, LLC, PRISON 
PLANET TV, LLC 

By: /s/ Jay M. Wolman 
Jay M. Wolman – Juris #433791 of 
Randazza Legal Group, PLLC 
100 Pearl Street, 14th Floor 
Hartford, CT 06103 
P: 702-420-2001 
F: 305-437-7662 
Their Attorneys 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the above was mailed or electronically delivered on this 
25th day of May 2021 to all counsel and pro se parties of record and that written consent for 
electronic delivery was received from all counsel and pro se parties of record who were 
electronically served including:  

Alinor C. Sterling   
Christopher M. Mattei   
Matthew S. Blumenthal   
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER   
350 Fairfield Avenue   
Bridgeport, CT 06604   
<asterling@koskoff.com>   
<cmattei@koskoff.com>   
<mblumenthal@koskoff.com> 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs   

Mario Cerame, Esq.   
Brignole, Bush & Lewis  
73 Wadsworth Street  
Hartford, CT 06106  
<mcerame@brignole.com>   
Attorneys for Defendant   
Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 

/s/ Jay M. Woman 433791 
Jay M. Wolman  
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DOCKET NO: UWY-CV-18-6046436-S : : 
: 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL.,   : 
: 

VS. : 
: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MAY 25, 2021 

DOCKET NO: UWY-CV-18-6046437-S : : 
: 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, : 
: 

VS. : 
: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MAY 25, 2021 

DOCKET NO: UWY-CV-18-6046438-S : : 
: 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL.,   : 
: 

VS. : 
: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MAY 25, 2021 

SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM 

TO: JENNIFER HENSEL AS EXECUTRIX OF THE ESTATE OF JEREMY RICHMAN 
41 BERKSHIRE ROAD 
SANDY HOOK, CONNECTICUT 06482 

BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT, You are hereby 

commanded to appear for a deposition to be held at 41 Berkshire Road, Sandy Hook, 

Connecticut 06482 or otherwise via remote videoconference on Tuesday, July 13, 2021 at 

10:00 a.m. (Eastern Time) or such day thereafter and within sixty (60) days hereof which the 

action is legally to be tried to testify what you know in a certain Civil Action pending in the 

Court 

/ / 

/ / 
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YOU ARE COMMANDED to bring with you and produce at the same time and place the 

following: SEE A TT ACHED "SCHEDULE A". Provision of the same information requested 

at the above-captioned deposition may satisfy this subpoena. 

HEREOF FAIL NOT, UNDER PENALTY OF LAW IN THAT CASE PROVIDED. 

TO ANY PROPER OFFICER OR INDIFFERENT PERSON TO SERVE AND RETURN. 

Dated: May 25, 2021. 

//1~. Wolman - Juris"i4"3179Tor---··-
Jtaiijlazza Legal Group, PLLC 

"-·11r6 Pearl Street, 14th Floor 
Hartford, CT 06103 
P: 702-420-2001 
F: 305-437-7662 
Commissioner of the Superior Court 

-5-
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COUNTY OF  ) 
) ss. 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT ) 

Then and by virtue hereof, I read the within Subpoena Duces Tecum and Notice of 

Deposition in the presence and hearing of each of the within named witnesses: 

JENNIFER HENSEL AS EXECUTRIX OF THE ESTATE OF JEREMY RICHMAN 
41 BERKSHIRE ROAD 
SANDY HOOK, CONNECTICUT 06482 

And paid, tendered each of the fees allowed by law. 

Witness Fee:  
Service:  
Sheriff Travel: 
Endorsement:  

Attest: 

Deputy Sheriff/  
Constable-Indifferent Person 
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“ATTACHMENT A” TO SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM 

In addition to the definitions and requirements set forth in the Connecticut Practice Book, 

the following definitions and instructions apply to each of the document requests set forth in this 

subpoena, and are deemed to be incorporated into each of the requests: 

A. DEFINITIONS

1. “Documents” refers to all written, printed, recorded or graphic matter, photographic

matter, sound reproductions or other retrievable data (whether recorded, taped, or coded 

electrostatically, electromagnetically, digitally or otherwise) and any other data compilation from 

which information can be obtained or translated, if necessary, by the respondent into reasonably 

useable form from whatever source derived and however and by whomever prepared, produced, 

disseminated or made; without limiting the generality of the foregoing, the word “documents” 

includes correspondence, memoranda, facsimiles, reports, transcripts, notes, diaries, calendars, 

notebooks, minutes, diagrams, computer printouts, diskettes, CD-ROMS, hard drives, drawings, 

graphs, charts, videotapes, artwork, and exemplars and any other writings of any nature 

whatsoever, whether or not divulged to other parties.  

2. “Things” includes objects, specimens, samples, products, labels, advertising, promotional

materials, packaging, and related items. 

3. “You”, or “Your”, refers to the deponent addressed in this Subpoena, and specifically

includes, without limitation, Jeremy Richman, any agents, representatives, shareholders, 

employees, or any other individuals or entities working for You or acting on behalf of You or at 

Your direction including, but not limited to, attorneys, consultants, and independent contractors.  

4. “Defendants” or “Infowars Defendants” refers to Alex E. Jones (“Mr. Jones”), Free

Speech Systems, LLC (“FSS”), Infowars, LLC (“IW”), Infowars Health, LLC (“IH”), and Prison 

Planet TV, LLC (“PP”), any of their agents, representatives, employees, or any other individual or 

entity working for Defendants, or acting on Defendants’ behalf or at their direction including, but 

not limited to, attorneys, consultants, and independent contractors. 
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5. “Person” or “Persons” means a natural person, corporation, company, association,

partnership, sole proprietorship, or public entity. 

6. “Pertain”, “Relate”, and “Refer” mean in any way concerning, describing, mentioning,

constituting, supporting, evidencing, reflecting, including, discussing, describing, or connected 

with, in whole or in part, directly or indirectly.  

7. “Present” or “Present Day” means the undersigned date, unless otherwise indicated.

8. “Relating To” means referring to, demonstrating or supporting the identified

topics.  “And” and “or” shall be construed disjunctively or conjunctively as necessary in order to 

bring within the scope of each individual document request all documents which may otherwise 

be construed to be outside its scope.  

9. “This Case”, “This Litigation”, “This Action”, “This Cause”, or “This Matter” refers

to the above-captioned consolidated actions pending before the Superior Court of the State of 

Connecticut, and includes any and all styles by which the actions have been known, whether in the 

Superior Court, Connecticut Supreme Court, Supreme Court of the United States, or the U.S. 

District Court for the District of Connecticut.  

10. “Operative Complaint” means the Complaint in the above captioned Lafferty matter.  Any

citation to any paragraph in the Complaint in the Lafferty matter shall also include the analogous 

paragraphs in the amended complaint in the Sherlach I matter and the complaint in the Sherlach 

II matter. 

11. “Lafferty matter” means the above-captioned matter styled Lafferty, et al. v. Jones, et al.,

Case No. UWY-CV-18-6046436-S in the Superior Court, Complex Litigation Docket at 

Waterbury. 

12. “Sherlach I matter” means the above-captioned matter styled Sherlach. v. Jones, et al.,

Case No. UWY-CV-18-6046437-S in the Superior Court, Complex Litigation Docket at 

Waterbury. 
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13. “Sherlach II matter” means the above-captioned matter styled Sherlach, et al. v. Jones,

et al., Case No. UWY-CV-18-6046438-S in the Superior Court, Complex Litigation Docket at 

Waterbury. 

14. "Communication" means any disclosure, transfer, or exchange of information or opinion,

however made, including written records reflecting oral communications, and documents attached 

and/or transmitted with any written or electronic communication. 

15. “Governmental” shall mean and refer to any department, office, agency, administration,

apparatus, person or entity which in the past or present was either employed  by or part of the 

United States of America or any state or political subdivision of the United States of America.  

B. INSTRUCTIONS
1. In answering the Requests, furnish any and all information in your possession, custody,

or control of including, without limitation, information in the possession, custody, or control of 

your agents, representatives, officers, directors, employees, associates, distributors, attorneys, 

consultants, investigators, affiliates, partnerships, parents, subsidiaries, and other persons under 

your control.   

2. In the interest of time, before objecting to any request as vague or ambiguous, please

contact the undersigned counsel to clarify any ambiguity or vagueness you perceive in the request. 

3. If, in responding to any request, you claim an objection or other basis for not fully

responding, respond to all parts of the request to which your objection does not apply 

and separately state what part of the request is objectionable and what documents or information 

are being withheld from production.  If you are withholding any documents or information that is 

potentially responsive to any request, please make that fact known explicitly.   

4. Defendants are not seeking any information or documents covered by the attorney-client

privilege.  If you object to any Request or part thereof on the basis of any other claim of privilege 

or protection, please produce a privilege log.   
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5. If a request asks for specific information, and you are unable to provide the specific

information, then provide as much information as you can and indicate, in your response, that the 

information being provided is an approximation or is incomplete with respect to the request.   

6. Selection, ordering, and numbering of documents from files and other sources should be

accomplished so that the source of each document is preserved and may be determined.  By way 

of example, file folders with tabs or labels or directories of files identifying documents should be 

produced intact with such documents and documents attached to each other should not be 

separated.   

7. If any information responsive to a request is stored electronically, produce the

electronically stored information in its native format, with all metadata preserved and produced. 

By way of example, electronic mail messages should be produced in .msg or .eml format, rather 

than in .txt or .pdf or other non-native formats.  You may, at your election, produce the 

electronically stored information in individual text searchable image files (e.g. PDF or TIFF), but 

you must also preserve the integrity of the underlying original formatting, metadata, and revision 

history.  If any electronically stored information is produced in a custom, atypical, unconventional, 

or other uncommon or non-public proprietary format, you must also produce a copy of the software 

necessary to access that information.  If you utilize search terms to locate potentially responsive 

electronically stored information, you must disclose the search terms used and identify which 

documents were located from each search term.   

8. Non-electronically stored information may similarly be produced in individual text

searchable image files (e.g. PDF or TIFF). 

9. If, after a reasonable and thorough investigation using due diligence, you are unable to

fully or completely respond to a request, then specify, in detail, the portion of the request that 
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cannot be responded to fully or completely, the type of documents or information which you allege 

are not available, the reason the documents or information are not available, and what efforts you 

have undertaken to locate the documents or information.  Also, indicate whether the inability to 

comply is because a particular document, category of documents, or other information never 

existed, was never recorded, has been lost, misplaced, stolen, or destroyed, has never been or is no 

longer in Plaintiff’s possession, custody, or control, in which case identify any persons known or 

believed to last possess the document or information.  In addition, indicate what knowledge, 

information, and beliefs Plaintiff has concerning the unanswered portion of the request 

including without limitation identifying persons who may have additional information concerning 

the request.   

C. REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION

1. Any and all communications between you and/or persons acting on your behalf (including,

but not limited to, attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members) and the 

following persons and/or those acting on behalf of such person (including, but not limited to, 

attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members): 

a. Corey Sklanka

b. Wolfgang Halbig

c. Midas Resources, Inc.

d. Genesis Communications, Inc.

2. Any and all settlement agreements related to your claims against the following persons

and/or those acting on behalf of such person (including, but not limited to, attorneys, agents, 

employees, insurers, and/or family members): 

a. Corey Sklanka,

b. Wolfgang Halbig,

c. Midas Resources, Inc.,
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d. Genesis Communications, Inc.

3. Any and all documents regarding the settlement proceeds and the distribution thereof

related to your claims against the following persons and/or those acting on behalf of such person 

(including, but not limited to, attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members): 

a. Corey Sklanka,

b. Wolfgang Halbig,

c. Midas Resources, Inc.,

d. Genesis Communications, Inc.

4. Any and all communications between you and/or persons acting on your behalf (including,

but not limited to, attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members) and the 

following persons and/or those acting on behalf of such person (including, but not limited to, 

attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members) prior to the service of the summons 

and complaint in the Lafferty matter: 

a. Alex Jones,

b. Free Speech Systems, LLC,

c. Infowars, LLC,

d. Infowars Health, LLC,

e. Prison Planet TV, LLC

5. Any and all communications between you and/or persons acting on your behalf (including,

but not limited to, attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members) and the 

following persons and/or those acting on behalf of such person (including, but not limited to, 

attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members): 

a. Leonard Pozner,

b. Neil Heslin,

c. Veronique De La Rosa,

d. Scarlett Lewis,

e. Marcel Fontaine,
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f. Mark Bankston,

g. Farrar & Ball, LLP,

h. James Fetzer,

i. Brennan Gilmore,

j. Larry Klayman,

k. Jerome Corsi,

l. Roger Stone,

m. Guo Wengui a/k/a Miles Kwok

n. The Southern Poverty Law Center,

o. Matt Furie,

p. Gregory Lee Johnson,

q. Michael Hogg

6. Any and all communications between you and/or persons acting on your behalf (including,

but not limited to, attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members) and any other 

plaintiff in this matter and/or those acting on behalf of such person (including, but not limited to, 

attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members) prior to you retaining counsel for 

the purpose of investigating and/or bringing a claim against the defendants in this matter regarding 

the allegations in the operative complaint. 

7. Any and all communications between you and/or persons acting on your behalf (including,

but not limited to, attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members) and any victim 

or relative of a victim of the Sandy Hook Tragedy who is not a plaintiff in this matter and/or those 

acting on behalf of such person (including, but not limited to, attorneys, agents, employees, 

insurers, and/or family members) regarding one or more of the defendants. 

8. Any and all communications between you and/or persons acting on your behalf (including,

but not limited to, attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members) and any member 

of the news media (including, but not limited to, newspaper, radio, television, website, blog, and/or 

podcast) regarding any of the defendants in this matter. 
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9. Any and all non-attorney-client privileged communications, including, but not limited to,

articles, speeches, letters, e-mails, text messages, and/or social media posts by you and/or persons 

acting on your behalf (including, but not limited to, attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or 

family members) regarding  

a. Any defendant in this matter

b. Any other plaintiff in this matter

c. The Sandy Hook Tragedy

d. Any victim of the Sandy Hook Tragedy

e. Any relative of any victim of the Sandy Hook Tragedy

f. Adam Lanza

g. Nancy Lanza

h. Gun control

i. Any gun manufacturer

j. Rifles

k. Handguns

l. Injuries caused by firearms

m. The Second Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and/or the Right to Bear Arms

n. Your reputation

o. Your mental health

p. Your physical health

q. Your employment

r. Your income

s. Your debts

t. Your employability

10. Documents sufficient to identify any and all social media accounts you have owned and/or

operated since January 1, 2012. 
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11. Documents sufficient to identify any and all websites and/or blogs you have owned and/or

operated since January 1, 2012. 

12. Any and all communications between you and/or persons acting on your behalf (including,

but not limited to, attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members) and the 

following persons and/or those acting on behalf of such person (including, but not limited to, 

attorneys, agents, employees, insurers, and/or family members): 

a. Bushmaster Firearms International, LLC aka Freedom Group, Inc., aka Remington

Outdoor Company, Inc

b. Freedom Group, Inc., aka Freedom Group aka Freedom Group, LLC, aka

Remington Outdoor Company 

c. Bushmaster Firearms aka Freedom Group, Inc., aka Remington Outdoor Company,

Inc.

d. Bushmaster Firearms, Inc., aka Freedom Group, Inc., aka Remington Outdoor

Company, Inc.

e. Bushmaster Holdings, LLC, aka Freedom Group, Inc., aka Remington Outdoor

Company, Inc. 

f. Remington Arms Co., LLC, aka Bushmaster Firearms Int., Inc., aka Freedom

Group, Inc., aka Remington Outdoor Co.

g. Remington Outdoor Company, Inc., aka Freedom Group, Inc.

h. Camfour, Inc.

i. Camfour Holding LLP, aka Camfour Holding, Inc.

j. Riverview Sales, Inc.

k. David LaGuercia

13. Documents sufficient to set forth your contact information, including, but not limited to,

residential address(es), telephone number(s), and email address(es) from December 1, 2012, to the 

present. 
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14. A copy of any nonprivileged statement, as defined in Practice Book Section 13-1, of any

party in this lawsuit concerning this action or its subject matter. 

15. All hospital records relating to treatment received as a result of the alleged incident(s)

described in the operative complaint, and to injuries, diseases or defects to which reference is made 

in your answers to Interrogatories in this matter, or written authorization, sufficient to comply with 

the provisions of the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA), to inspect and 

make copies of said hospital records. Information obtained pursuant to the provisions of HIPAA 

shall not be used or disclosed by the parties for any purpose other than the litigation or proceeding 

for which such information is requested.  

16. All reports and records of all doctors and all other care providers relating to treatment

allegedly received by the Plaintiff(s) as a result of the alleged incident(s), and to the injuries, 

diseases or defects to which reference is made in your answers to Interrogatories in this matter 

(exclusive of any records prepared or maintained by a licensed psychiatrist or psychologist) or 

written authorization, sufficient to comply with provisions of the Health Insurance Portability and 

Accountability Act, to inspect and make copies of said reports. Information obtained pursuant to 

the provisions of HIPAA shall not be used or disclosed by the parties for any purpose other than 

the litigation or proceeding for which such information is requested. 

17. All reports and records of all licensed psychiatrists or psychologists and all other mental

health care providers relating to treatment allegedly received by the Plaintiff(s) as a result of the 

alleged incident(s), and to the injuries, diseases or defects to which reference is made in your 

answers to Interrogatories in this matter or written authorization, sufficient to comply with 

provisions of the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act, to inspect and make copies 

of said reports. Information obtained pursuant to the provisions of HIPAA shall not be used or 

disclosed by the parties for any purpose other than the litigation or proceeding for which such 

information is requested. 

18. If a claim for lost wages or lost earning capacity is being made, copies of, or sufficient

written authorization to inspect and make copies of, the wage and employment records of all 
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employers of the Plaintiff(s) for December 1, 2009, and for all years subsequent thereto and 

including the date hereof. 

19. Provide copies of, or sufficient written authorization to obtain copies of, that part of all

income tax returns relating to lost income filed by the Plaintiff(s) for December 1, 2009, and for 

all years subsequent thereto through the time of trial. 

20. Documents sufficient to identify your employer(s) from January 1, 2012 to the present and

ongoing. 

21. Documents sufficient to set forth your annual income from employment from January 1,

2012 to the present and ongoing. 

22. Any and all documents regarding actual or potential media interviews of you from

December 1, 2012 to the present. 

23. Any and all documents regarding offers of employment and/or independent contractor

positions to you from January 1, 2012 to the present. 

24. Any and all documents regarding your application(s) for employment from January 1, 2012

to the present. 

25. All property damage bills that are claimed to have been incurred as a result of the

defendants’ alleged conduct giving rise to the operative complaint. 

26. All medical bills that are claimed to have been incurred as a result of the defendants’

alleged conduct giving rise to the operative complaint or written authorization, sufficient to comply 

with the provisions of the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act, to inspect and make 

copies of said medical bills. Information obtained pursuant to the provisions of HIPAA shall not 

be used or disclosed by the parties for any purpose other than the litigation or proceeding for which 

such information is requested. 

27. Documents sufficient to identify any and all of your physical and mental health providers

from December 1, 2012, and for all years subsequent thereto through the time of trial. 

28. All bills for each item of expense that is claimed to have been incurred as a result of the

defendants’ alleged conduct giving rise to the operative complaint not already provided 
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29. Copies of all documentation of claims of right to reimbursement provided to the Plaintiff

by third party payors, and copies of, or written authorization, sufficient to comply with provisions 

of the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act, to obtain any and all documentation of 

payments made by a third party for medical services received or premiums paid to obtain such 

payment. Information obtained pursuant to the provisions of HIPAA shall not be used or disclosed 

by the parties for any purpose other than the litigation or proceeding for which such information 

is requested. 

30. All documents, including photographs or recordings, identified or referred to in answering

any interrogatory. 

31. A copy of any nonprivileged statement, as defined in Practice Book Section 13-1, of any

party in this lawsuit concerning this action or its subject matter. 

32. A copy of each and every recording of surveillance material discoverable under Practice

Book Section 13-3 (c), by film, photograph, videotape, audiotape or any other digital or electronic 

means, of any party to this lawsuit concerning this lawsuit or the subject matter thereof, including 

any transcript of such recording. 

33. Any and all documents regarding Soto, et al. v. Bushmaster Firearms International, LLC,

et al., Case No. X06-UWY-CV15-6050025-S in the Complex Litigation Docket of the Connecticut 

Superior Court at Waterbury. 

34. Any and all documents regarding Soto et al v. Bushmaster Firearms International, LLC et

al, Case No. 3:15cv-00068, in the U.S. District Court for the District of Connecticut. 

35. Any and all documents regarding Remington Outdoor Company, Inc., Case No. 20-81688-

11 filed in the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of Alabama. 

36. Any and all documents regarding Remington Outdoor Company, Inc., Case No. 20-81692-

11 filed in the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of Alabama. 

37. Any and all financial affidavits filed in the matter of Hockley v. Hockley, Case No. DBD-

FA15-5009508-S in the Danbury, Connecticut, Judicial District. 
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38. Any and all financial affidavits filed in the matter of Soto v. Soto, Case No. FBT-FA13-

4043107-S in the Bridgeport, Connecticut, Judicial District. 

39. Any and all documents regarding In the matter of Erica L. Gabartini a/k/a Erica Lafferty,

Case No. 18-51587 filed in the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the District of Connecticut. 

40. Any and all documents regarding the purchase of the claim of Erica Gabartini a/k/a Erica

Lafferty against Defendants in her bankruptcy matter, including, but not limited to, documents 

regarding the purchase price, the valuation thereof, and the source of funding for such purchase. 

41. Any and all documents regarding Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. Trinity Wall Street, Case No.

14-4764, in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit.

42. Any and all documents regarding the matter of Jeremy G. Richman, Case No. PD4519-

0180, in the Connecticut Probate Courts. 

43. Any and all documents evidencing the role of Infowars, LLC, in the production and/or

distribution of the articles and/or videos identified in the operative complaint. 

44. Any and all documents evidencing the role of Infowars Health, LLC, in the production

and/or distribution of the articles and/or videos identified in the operative complaint. 

45. Any and all documents evidencing the role of Prison Planet TV, LLC, in the production

and/or distribution of the articles and/or videos identified in the operative complaint. 

46. Any and all documents evidencing your claimed injuries suffered on account of Alex Jones

in this matter that are distinct from your claimed injuries allegedly caused by any other person. 

47. Any and all documents evidencing your claimed injuries suffered on account of Infowars,

LLC, in this matter that are distinct from your claimed injuries allegedly caused by any other 

person.  

48. Any and all documents evidencing your claimed injuries suffered on account of Free

Speech Systems, LLC, in this matter that are distinct from your claimed injuries allegedly caused 

by any other person.   
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49. Any and all documents evidencing your claimed injuries suffered on account of Infowars 

Health, LLC, in this matter that are distinct from your claimed injuries allegedly caused by any 

other person.   

50. Any and all documents evidencing your claimed injuries suffered on account of Prison 

Planet TV, LLC, in this matter that are distinct from your claimed injuries allegedly caused by any 

other person.   

51. Any and all documents evidencing your claimed injuries suffered on account of Genesis 

Communications, Inc., in this matter that are distinct from your claimed injuries allegedly caused 

by any other person.   

52. Any and all documents evidencing your claimed injuries suffered on account of Midas 

Resources, Inc., in this matter that are distinct from your claimed injuries allegedly caused by any 

other person.   

53. Any and all documents evidencing your claimed injuries suffered on account of Wolfgang 

Halbig in this matter that are distinct from your claimed injuries allegedly caused by any other 

person.   

54. Any and all documents evidencing your claimed injuries suffered on account of Corey 

Sklanka in this matter that are distinct from your claimed injuries allegedly caused by any other 

person.   

55. Any and all documents evidencing your claimed injuries in this matter. 

56. Any and all documents regarding any other litigation and/or court proceedings you have 

been involved with for the past 10 years. 

57. Documents sufficient to identify all print, audio, and/or video interviews you have given 

since December 1, 2012. 

58. Any and all records of payments for all print, audio, and/or video interviews you have given 

since December 1, 2012.   

59. Documents sufficient to identify the “group” mentioned in paragraph 7 of the operative 

complaint. 
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60. Any and all documents supporting your allegations in paragraphs 9, 11, 13-14, 28, 35-37, 

41-42, 54, 57, 59, 60-61, 65, 67, 75, 84-90, 92, 97, 119, 122, 128, 144, 148, 157, 164, 170, 179, 

184, 188, 202, 210, 215, 219, 228, 235, 244-246, 250-251, 262, 285, 288, 298, 315, 317, 320, 325, 

334-335, 339-340, 343, 346, 351-359, 361, 364, 366-372, 375, 376-384, 386, 388, and 389-394   

of the operative complaint. 

61. Any and all videos identified in the operative complaint and/or the Sherlach II matter 

complaint. 

62. Any and all pages of the websites located at the URLs sandyhookjustice.com and 

montefrank.com. 

63. Any and all books, articles, webpages, social media posts, podcasts, and documents cited 

in the operative complaint and/or the Sherlach II matter complaint. 

64. Any and all fee agreements with any attorney representing you in this matter, whether or 

not appearing.  

65. Any and all records of non-privileged communications regarding this litigation.  

66. Any and all documents you receive in response to a subpoena in this matter.  

67. Any and all documents you intend to introduce at trial, whether for your case in chief, as 

impeachment evidence, and/or as rebuttal evidence.  

68. Any and all communications with any expert you retain to testify at trial in this matter.  

69. Any and all documents you provide to any expert you retain to testify at trial in this matter.  
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June 9, 2021 
 
 
Jay Marshall Wolman, Esq. 
100 Pearl Street, 14th Floor 
Hartford, CT 06103 
 
Re: Erica Lafferty, et al. vs. Alex Emric Jones, et al. 
 William Sherlach vs. Alex Emric Jones, et al. 
 William Sherlach, et al. vs. Alex Emric Jones, et al. 
 
Jay:  

 I write in response to the Jones defendants’ notices of depositions of the plaintiffs.  

 You noticed Jeremy Richman’s deposition individually. He is dead, as you know, and the 
only conceivable purpose to such a notice is harassment.  
 
 You have also noticed Jennifer Hensel’s deposition as Executrix of the Richman Estate. 
In aid of this, you had a subpoena served on Ms. Hensel, rather than simply ask me or the 
Estate’s probate lawyer to accept service. Again, this is harassing.  
 
 We have withdrawn the Richman Estate’s claim. Please advise by Friday June 11 at noon 
that you are withdrawing the deposition notice directed to Ms. Hensel in her capacity as 
Executrix.  
 
 You have noticed Francine Wheeler’s deposition for July 5 and August 10. We will not 
produce her on two dates: only one deposition may be taken. We will produce her on August 10. 
 
 Robert Parker, William Sherlach, David Wheeler, Mark Barden are not available on the 
dates for which you noticed their depositions. We will produce William Sherlach on July 19, 
Robert Parker July 22, David Wheeler on July 28 (the date originally noticed for Robert Parker 
who is not available), and Mark Barden on August 12. If any these dates are unacceptable, please 
advise by Friday June 11 at noon, and propose alternative dates. 
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From: Jay M. Wolman
To: Dolores Gilbertie
Cc: Alinor C. Sterling; Cassidy Curran; Christopher Mattei; E-Filings; Josh D. Koskoff; Mario Cerame, Esq.; Mario

Kenneth Cerame, Esq.; Matthew Blumenthal; Sabina Zygmunt; William Bloss
Subject: Re: Erica Lafferty, et al. vs. Alex Eric Jones, et al.
Date: Wednesday, June 9, 2021 4:07:46 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Alinor,

When I served the Richman deposition notice, you had not substituted parties.  It was a
formality.  How you can call it harassment is beyond me--Mr. Richman cannot be harassed.  

As to the deposition of the Executrix, she was unrepresented in this matter.  Her probate
counsel has no appearance here.  A subpoena is proper practice.  Further, her deposition in her
capacity as Executrix (a former party) remains relevant.  We intend to proceed.

Thank you for catching the duplicate Francine Wheeler date; we will let you know with which
date we will move forward.

As to the other depositions (Robert Parker, William Sherlach, David Wheeler, and Mark
Barden), we will be happy to work with you on new dates.  However, with the exception of
the oral argument/status conference on the 21st, I am unavailable the week of the 19th.  To
that end, we will be happy to work with you to pick a new date for Mr. Shroyer.

Given the schedule for discovery set by the Court, thirty days seems appropriate for written
responses, especially given your own prior position in January 2019 as to when responses
should be due.  Kindly explain why you believe initial discovery response deadlines should be
different for the plaintiffs.

Sincerely,
Jay Wolman

______________________________________
Jay Marshall Wolman, CIPP/US, Counsel* 
Randazza Legal Group, PLLC
100 Pearl Street, 14th Floor | Hartford, CT 06103
Tel: 702-420-2001 | Email: jmw@randazza.com 
______________________________________
* Licensed to practice law in Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York and the District of Columbia.

The information contained in this message may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under
applicable law.  The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of any
information contained herein or attached to this message is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this email in
error, please immediately notify the sender and destroy the original transmission and its attachments in their
entirety, whether in electronic or hard copy format, without reading them.  Thank you.

On Wed, Jun 9, 2021 at 3:42 PM Dolores Gilbertie <DGilbertie@koskoff.com> wrote:

Dear Attorney Wolman:
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               Attached please find letter from Attorney Sterling dated today.

 

 

Dolores Gilbertie | Assistant to Alinor C. Sterling, Esq.,

  Jeffrey W. Wisner, M.D., J.D., Esq. & Meghan McGloin, Paralegal

KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER PC
350 Fairfield Ave. Bridgeport, CT 06604
203.337.5230 (direct) | 203.368.3244 (fax)

www.koskoff.com

 

THIS MESSAGE IS ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE ADDRESSEE AND MAY CONTAIN CONFIDENTIAL AND
PRIVILEGED INFORMATION. Any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication other than by
the intended recipient(s) is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
immediately by telephone (collect), and destroy all copies of this communication. Thank you.

 

This email has been scanned for spam and viruses by Proofpoint Essentials. Click here to
report this email as spam.
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436S : SUPERIOR COURT 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL. : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL.  : JUNE 16, 2021 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

NO. X-06- UWY-CV18-6046437S : SUPERIOR COURT 

WILLIAM SHERLACH  : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL.  : JUNE 16, 2021 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438S : SUPERIOR COURT 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL.   : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL.  : JUNE 16, 2021 

PLAINTIFFS’ OBJECTION TO MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 
REGARDING CORPORATE DESIGNEE DEPOSITION NOTICES 

The plaintiffs hereby object to the Jones defendants’ Motion for Protective Order  

regarding the  Deposition Notices of the Corporate Designees (the “Jones Defs. Mot.”). DN 

358.00. Each corporate deponent’s testimony is relevant and required by Practice Book § 13-

27(h). The notices of deposition reasonably and particularly describe the topics of inquiry and 

allocate a reasonable period of time for such inquiry. The Jones defendants’ motion is without 

merit and should be denied. 

A. BACKGROUND

On May 21, 2021, the plaintiffs served notices of deposition on the four corporate
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defendants associated with Alex Jones: Free Speech Systems, LLC; Infowars, LLC; Infowars 

Health, LLC; and Prison Planet TV, LLC. In the interests of clarity and efficiency, each 

corporate defendant’s deposition was noticed for June 23rd and 24th with different topics to be 

covered on each day. See Jones Defs. Mot., Ex. A (Plaintiffs’ P.B. § 13-27(h) corporate designee 

deposition notices). The topics of inquiry concern documents and issues that this Court has 

previously ruled are relevant to the plaintiffs’ claims. 

On June 8, 2021, the Jones defendants filed the instant motion for protective order. The 

Jones defendants contend that it is unreasonable for their designees (plural) to each appear for 

two days of deposition. They argue that the topics of inquiry are unduly burdensome, and that the 

designees’ testimony will be cumulative to the deposition testimony of other witnesses.  

On June 15, 2021, undersigned counsel conferred with counsel for the Jones defendants 

in an effort to narrow any disputes related to the corporate depositions. During that conference, 

plaintiffs’ counsel offered to conduct each corporate deposition in one sitting, rather than 

breaking the depositions up into two days. Plaintiff’s counsel stated that two days would likely 

still be required to complete all depositions, but the plaintiffs’ offer would permit individual 

deponents to appear only on one day. Counsel for the Jones defendants stated that he would 

likely produce one individual to serve as designee for all deponents, but did not withdraw his 

objection at that time. The parties were unable to reach any agreement concerning the scope of 

the topics of inquiry. 

B. STANDARDS OF LAW

“[T]he [trial] court's inherent authority to issue protective orders is embodied in Practice

Book § 13–5.”  Rosado v. Bridgeport Roman Catholic Diocesan Corp., 276 Conn. 168, 221 n. 59 

(2005).  Practice Book § 13-5 provides that “a party from whom discovery is sought” may seek 
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an order from the court limiting discovery to protect that party “from annoyance, embarrassment, 

oppression, or undue burden or expense.” The decision is commended to the sound discretion of 

the trial court.  See Prac. Bk. § 13-5; Peatie v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 112 Conn. App. 8, 14-15 

(2009). More specifically, Practice Book § 13-27€ provides that “[t]he judicial authority may for 

good cause shown increase or decrease the time for taking the deposition.” 

Our Practice book rules require that any party seeking a protective order show good cause 

why that order should issue. “[O]ur trial courts have consistently maintained that [t]he party 

seeking a protective order . . . bears the burden of establishing the contemplated good cause,’” 

and showing that it requires protection “from annoyance, embarrassment, oppression, or undue 

burden or expense.” Ferreira v. New Bos. Long Wharf, LLC, 2020 WL 1316561, at *2 (Conn. 

Super. Ct. Feb. 13, 2020) (Wilson, J.) (citations omitted). “[C]ourts have defined good cause as 

‘a sound basis or legitimate need to take judicial action.’” . . . ‘Good cause must be based upon a 

particular and specific demonstration of fact, as distinguished from stereotyped and conclusory 

statements.’ . . . ‘Whether or not “good cause” exists for entry of a protective order must depend 

on the facts and circumstances of a particular case.’ . . . ‘To determine whether good cause 

exists, courts balance “the need for information against the injury that might result’” absent such 

an order. Id. at *3 (citations omitted); see also Langerman v. John Morganti & Sons, LLC, 2003 

WL 22234615, at *1 (Conn. Super. Jan. 11, 2008) (Bellis, J.) (citation omitted). 

C. DISCUSSION

1. Time for Taking Depositions is Reasonable and Should Not be Limited to
One Day Only

The Jones defendants contend that the plaintiffs’ intent to depose the corporate designees 

over two days “creat[es] unnecessary and unjustified inconveniences” and claims, without 

evidence, that “Plaintiffs are seeking to disrupt Defendants’ business and to unfairly burden 
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Defendants corporate representatives.” Jones Defs. Mot. at 2-3. This objection seems to be moot 

in light of the Jones defendants’s intention to produce one designee for all corporate deponents. 

Moreover, the plaintiffs have offered to adjust the schedule so that each designee need only 

appear on one day. 

To the extent the Jones defendants challenge the duration of the depositions, the 

Connecticut Practice Book does not designate a time limit for conducting depositions. Nor does 

the Jones defendants’ motion set forth any “particular and specific demonstration of fact” 

establishing good cause for limiting the time. Ferreira, 2020 WL 1316561, at *3; Langerman, 

2003 WL 22234615, at *1. However, the notices of deposition do reflect the plaintiffs’ 

considered effort to limit the duration of each deposition consistent with the likely scope of the 

deponent’s testimony. The plaintiffs estimated that they would depose the designees for 

Infowars, LLC; Infowars Health, LLC; and Prison Planet TV, LLC for a total of two hours each. 

The plaintiffs estimated that they would depose the Free Speech Systems, LLC designee for a 

total of eight hours. Given the extent of the alleged conduct and the voluminous amount of 

discovery in this case, these estimates are hardly onerous. 

It is reasonable to expect that the depositions of four corporate deponents may take longer 

than one business day. As Judge Povodator recently recognized when denying a similar request 

to limit a deposition to a single day only,  

[T]here are no preset limits on length of a deposition available as a matter of
course. There are no credible bases identified for the need for a limit of
the deposition to one day. Will the defendants guarantee that the witness will
answer every question straightforwardly so as not to require any clarification or
follow up questions, insisting that the deponent focus on the question actually
asked? Can there be any guarantee that the witness will not be required—
repeatedly—to refresh his recollection via documents shown to him by opposing
counsel, because an initial answer suggests uncertainty or professes lack of
memory? Will counsel guarantee that they will not object unduly or verbosely?
And so on. That is in addition to the court's inability to estimate how long it
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“should” take to elicit an unknown scope of information. 

Nations Equip. Fin., LLC v. Stolarski, 2021 WL 1791345, at *2 (Conn. Super. Ct. Apr. 12, 2021) 

(Povodator, J.). 

2. The Court Has Already Ruled that the Plaintiffs are Entitled to Discover the
Information in the Notices of Deposition

The Jones defendants contend that “many of the topics of deposition for each of the 

corporate representatives are extremely burdensome and not proportionate to plaintiffs’ needs to 

establish its [sic] case.” But the court has already ruled that the topics of inquiry are relevant to 

the litigation and not overly burdensome. It is, in part, the Jones defendants’ attempted evasion 

of written discovery and incomplete production that require the plaintiffs to inquire about the 

stated topics at deposition.  

All of the topics of inquiry relate to documents and issues that the Court has previously 

ruled are relevant and discoverable. Since the outset of this litigation, the plaintiffs have sought 

written discovery about the Jones defendants’ social media activities, corporate structures, and 

corporate relationships—the same topics of inquiry noticed for the corporate designee 

depositions. See Jones Defs. Mot., Ex. A. The plaintiffs’ discovery requests were litigated 

extensively throughout early 2019, and on January 10, 2019, the Court overruled the Jones’ 

defendants’ objections to these requests and ordered them to comply, thereby recognizing that 

the relevance of this information to the underlying litigation outweighed any claimed burden to 

the Jones defendants. See Ex. A, Defendants Alex Jones, Infowars, LLC, Free Speech Systems, 

LLC, Infowars Health, LLC and Prison Planet TV, LLC’s Objections to Plaintiffs’ Revised 

Discovery Requests (DN 146.00) (objecting to, among other things, Plaintiffs’ Special Requests 

for Production Nos. 1, 7, 8, and 17); Ex. B, Order Overruling Defendants’ Objections (Bellis, J., 

Jan. 10, 2019) (DN 148.00); see also Ex. C, Hrg. Tr. (Jan. 23, 2019), at 2-3 (clarifying that 
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January 10, 2019 order was intended to overrule Defendants’ Objections, in spite of the missing 

word “objections”).  

Among the information plaintiffs have sought is information regarding the defendants’ 

deplatformed social media accounts, including Facebook and Twitter accounts. The court has 

already ruled that this information is discoverable from the Jones defendants. Similarly, although 

the Jones defendants contend that “Plaintiffs should not be deposing, for example, Free Speech 

Systems corporate representative about the business activities of the other corporate defendants,” 

Jones Defs. Mot. at 6, the Court already ruled in favor of allowing discovery about the business 

relationships between the corporate entities at issue here. See Exs. A-C (overruling defendants’ 

objection to Special Request for Production #7, seeking “All documents concerning contractual 

or business relationship(s) between you and the following individuals and/or entities, and/or 

concerning any of the following entities: a. Alex Jones; b. Infowars LLC; c. Infowars Health 

LLC; d. Prison Planet TV LLC . . . .”). Indeed, the Complaint alleges claims of conspiracy and 

joint venture, and the nature and extent of these corporate relationships are at the heart of those 

claims. 

But the Jones defendants have continuously failed to produce documents subject to court-

ordered production. See Order (June 18, 2019) (Bellis, J.), Hrg. Tr. Excerpt (DN 269.00) 

(entering sanctions for discovery noncompliance and misconduct), affirmed by Lafferty v. Jones, 

336 Conn. 332 (2020). Accordingly, the plaintiffs are entitled to ask their corporate designees 

about the information sought as well as the efforts undertaken to comply with the court ordered 

production in order to ascertain the existence of additional responsive materials. See Jones Defs. 

Mot., Ex. A.  (P.B. § 13-27(h) deposition notices asking about, among other things, what efforts 

the corporate designees made to comply with Production Requests #1, #7, #8, and #17, as they 
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pertained to social media accounts). 

3. The Corporate Designee Depositions are Not Cumulative of Depositions of
Invidually Named Deponents

Finally, the Jones defendants’ argument that the corporate designee depositions will be 

cumulative of other individual witness depositions in the litigation lacks merit.1 See Jones Defs. 

Mot. at 5-6. Corporations may be sued in Connecticut, but they can speak only through 

individuals. Accordingly, our Practice Book Rules provide a mechanism by which a plaintiff can 

gather testimony from a corporate defendant by way of a “corporate designee” deposition. 

Practice Book section 13-27(h) provides in pertinent part: 

(h) A party may in the notice and in the subpoena name as the deponent a public
or private corporation . . . and designate with reasonable particularity the matters
on which examination is requested. The organization . . . so named shall designate
one or more officers, directors, or managing agents, or other persons who consent
to testify on its behalf, and may set forth, for each person designated, the matters
on which the person will testify. The persons so designated shall testify as to
matters known or reasonably available to the organization.

Conn. Practice Book Sec. 13-27(h). Individuals testifying on their own behalf may offer different 

testimony – and may be subject to different lines of questioning – when they testify as the 

representative of a corporate defendant, and the corporate defendant holds them out as the person 

most knowledgeable about a particular subject area. As numerous federal courts have explained, 

deposing the same person individually and as a corporate designee is not duplicative or unduly 

1 Indeed, the argument that corporate designee depositions are “cumulative of depositions [the 
Plaintiffs] have taken and will take of various personnel,” Jones Defs. Mot. at 6, is at odds with 
the Jones defendants’ earlier stated position, in challenging the notices of deposition in this case, 
that nobody other than Alex Jones is a managing agent within the organization capable of 
binding the organization with their testimony. See Jones Defendants’ Limited Objection to 
Plaintiffs’ Motion for Order Regarding Procedures for Noticing and Taking Depositions (May 5, 
2021), at 4 (DN 332) (“[T]he record shows not that employees are managing agents . . . but 
rather that Mr. Jones is the sole managing agent.”). 
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burdensome.2 A corporate designee deposition “is substantially different from a witness's 

deposition as an individual. A [corporate designee] testifies as a representative of the entity, his 

answers bind the entity and he is responsible for providing all the relevant information known or 

reasonably available to the entity.” Sabre v. First Dominion Cap., LLC, 2001 WL 1590544, at *1 

(S.D.N.Y. Dec. 12, 2001) (citing 8A Charles A. Wright, Arthur R. Miller, Richard L. 

Marcus, Federal Practice & Procedure § 2103 (2d ed.1994)). 

The [corporate] designee does not give his personal opinions; as designee, he presents 
the corporation's “position” on the topic. . . . Moreover, the designee must not only testify 
about facts within the corporation's knowledge, but also its subjective beliefs and 
opinions. . . . The designee, in essence, represents the corporation just as an individual 
represents him or herself at a deposition. 

Marti v. Schreiber/Cohen, LLC, 2020 WL 3412748, at *1 (D. Mass. Mar. 17, 2020) (citations 

omitted). “Accordingly, and with good reason, courts have rejected the argument that a 

[corporate designee] deposition is unnecessary or cumulative simply because individual 

deponents—usually former or current employees of the entity whose [corporate designee] 

deposition is sought—have already testified about the topics noticed in the [corporate designee] 

deposition notice.” Louisiana Pac. Corp. v. Money Mkt. 1 Institutional Inv. Dealer, 285 F.R.D. 

481, 487 (N.D. Cal. 2012) (citing Kelly v. Provident Life and Accident Ins. Co., 2011 WL 

2448276, at *4 (S.D.Cal. June 20, 2011); Mitchell Eng'g v. City and County of San 

Francisco,  2010 WL 455290, at *1 (N.D.Cal. Feb. 2, 2010); Appleton Papers Inc. v. George A. 

2 Where there is an “absence of Connecticut authority construing Conn. Prac. Book § 13-27(h) . . 
. the Court should look to Fed. R. Civ. P. 30(b)(6) for guidance, which contains a similar 
provision addressing designee depositions.” DDG Properties Co. v. Konover Const. Corp., 2000 
WL 1513928, at *2 (Conn. Super. Ct. Sept. 19, 2000) (Aurigemma, J.). “The framers of § 13-
27(h) of our Practice Book apparently drew upon the language of the federal rule” 30(b)(6). 
Blumenthal v. Galasso Holdings, LLC, 2004 WL 3130569, at *1 (Conn. Super. Ct. Dec. 20, 
2004) (Beach, J.). 
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Whiting Paper Co.,  2009 WL 2870622, at *2 (E.D.Wis. Sep. 2, 2009). “Corporate designees are 

commonly produced, and no doubt some of their testimony may be a re-hash of what's been 

covered elsewhere, but their testimony is the testimony of the corporation itself, and for that 

reason alone it may not be duplicative.” Appleton Papers Inc., 2009 WL 2870622, at *2. 

That the plaintiffs have already deposed Free Speech Systems employee Louis Serrtuche 

in his individual capacity does not render the testimony of the Jones defendants’ corporate 

designee(s) cumulative. A corporate deponent produced by the Jones defendants is presumed to 

possess all the knowledge within the organization. Witnesses in their individual capacity are not 

presumed to have such knowledge. In fact, Serrtuche’s deposition demonstrates why corporate 

depositions are required here. During his deposition, Mr. Serrtuche was unable to offer testimony 

concerning key issues, including inter alia, (1) the terms of service governing content 

moderation on the Infowars websites; (2) the Jones defendants’ use of petitions on social media 

to grow audience and collect user data; (3) a change in FSS’s email marketing vendor; (4) data 

concerning website usage; and (5) FSS’s use of Google Analytics to assess website performance. 

Whether the corporate entity possesses such information is a matter for the corporate designee to 

address, not Mr. Sertucche in his personal capacity. For these reasons, the Court should allow the 

plaintiffs to question the Jones defendants’ corporate designee(s) freely on the noticed topics, 

regardless of how other witnesses have testified in their individual capacities. 

4. The Jones Defendants Failed to Show Good Cause for Entering Protective
Order

Finally, the Jones defendants provide no evidence or argument to support their challenge 

to the relevance of “inquiries as to Newswars.com” during the corporate designee depositions. 

Jones Defs. Mot. at 6. This is the very definition of a “stereotyped and conclusory statement[ ],” 

and contains no “particular and specific demonstration of fact” required to make a showing of 
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good cause. Ferreira, 2020 WL 1316561, at *2. Accordingly, the Court need not credit this 

argument. 

D. CONCLUSION

For the aforementioned reasons, the plaintiffs ask the Court to deny the Jones defendants’

Motion for Protective Order as to Corporate Representative Defendants. DN 358.00. 

THE PLAINTIFFS, 

By: /s/ Christopher M. Mattei 
CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI  
ALINOR C. STERLING 
MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
KOSKOFF KOSKOF & BIEDER, PC 
350 FAIRFIELD AVENUE 
BRIDGEPORT, CT  06604 
JURIS #32250 
TEL: (203) 336-4421 
FAX: (203) 368-3244 
cmattei@koskoff.com       
asterling@koskoff.com      
mblumenthal@koskoff.com    
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CERTIFICATION 
 
 This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing has been emailed and/or mailed, this day, 
postage prepaid, to all counsel and pro se appearances as follows: 
   
For Alex Emric Jones, Infowars, LLC, Free Speech Systems, LLC, Infowars Health, LLC and 
Prison Planet TV, LLC: 
Jay Marshall Wolman, Esq. 
100 Pearl Street, 14th Floor 
Hartford, CT 06103 
jmw@randazza.com    
Phone: (702) 420-2001 
 
For Genesis Communications Network, Inc.: 
Mario Kenneth Cerame, Esq. 
Brignole & Bush LLC 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT  06106 
mario@brignole.com    
mcerame@brignole.com  
Phone: (860) 527-9973 
 
 
 
       /s/ Christopher M. Mattei    
       CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI  

ALINOR C. STERLING 
MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
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DOCKET NO: FBT-CV18-6075078-S: :          SUPERIOR COURT 
: 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL.,   :  J.D. OF FAIRFIELD
: 

VS. :          AT BRIDGEPORT 
: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. :          January 9, 2019 

OBJECTION TO PLAINTIFFS’ REVISED DISCOVERY REQUESTS  

Defendants Alex Jones, Infowars, LLC, Free Speech Systems, LLC, Infowars Health, LLC, 

and Prison Planet TV, LLC, hereby object to the Plaintiffs’ proffered revised discovery requests.  

Plaintiff originally submitted proposed requests in connection with Plaintiffs’ Motion for Limited 

Discovery Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 52-196a(d) (Entry No. 123.00).  The Court found good 

cause for Plaintiffs to take discovery under the anti-SLAPP statute (Entry No. 123.10), and the 

Court subsequently indicated at a hearing on January 3, 2019, that it would overrule or sustain 

certain of Defendants’ Objections (Entry No. 135.00), ordering the parties to engage in further 

discussion.  The parties’ counsel met in person and conferred on January 8, 2019; following that 

conference, counsel for Plaintiffs emailed their revised Interrogatories and Requests for Production 

directed to Defendant Free Speech Systems, LLC, intended to serve as the model for written 

discovery requests upon the other defendants.    A copy of the redlined requests is attached. 

Defendants hereby provide their written objections to those revised requests.1 

1.1 Specific Objections to Definitions 

At the hearing of January 3, 2019, the Court indicated its intended ruling as to the original 

objections.  Defendants agree that the revised requests accurately reflect the discussion that 

occurred and do not raise any new objections to the revised definitions as memorialized.  

1 Defendants incorporate by reference their general objections and framework discussion in Entry No. 135.00.  
Defendants’ objections herein should not be construed as a waiver of the objection to a finding of good cause or the 
objections that the Court indicated it would overrule, which are expressly preserved should an appeal be taken by any 
party.  Rather, these objections are intended to be in furtherance of the Court’s orders and indication of intended ruling. 

Page 81 of 625



- 2 -

Ra
nd

az
za

 L
eg

al
 G

ro
up

, P
LL

C 
10

0 
Pe

ar
l S

tre
et

, 1
4 t

h 
 F

lo
or

, H
ar

tfo
rd

, C
T 

06
10

3 
Te

l: 
70

2-
42

0-
20

01
 

1.2 Specific Objections to Interrogatories 

At the hearing of January 3, 2019, the Court indicated its intended ruling as to the original 

objections.  Defendants agree that the revised requests accurately reflect the discussion that 

occurred and do not raise any new objections to the revised interrogatories as memorialized, with 

a caveat as to Interrogatory 1(b).  The Court previously overruled Defendants’ objection to 

Interrogatory 1, which asked: 

1. Identify:

a. Your officers

b. Your shareholders or other owners

c. Your employees

d. All business organizations and/or other entities in which you have ownership and/or

control

The revised interrogatory reads: 

1. Identify:

a. Your officers

b. Your members

c. Your shareholders or other owners

d. Your employees

e. All business organizations and/or other entities in which you have ownership and/or

control

To the extent the Court maintains its ruling on Interrogatory 1, Defendants do not lodge a separate 

objection to new Interrogatory 1(b) seeking the identity of “members,” but would otherwise 

preserver their prior objection to Interrogatory 1 to apply to the new 1(b).4 

4 The prior objection read: 
This interrogatory is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the Special Motion(s) to 
Dismiss, being whether the statements were of a matter of public concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of 
prevailing on the claims.  Plaintiffs have presented no need for this information to respond to the Special 
Motion(s) to Dismiss.  This interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to the matters in dispute and is not 
likely to identify individuals with discoverable information, but is rather a fishing expedition into Defendants’ 
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1.3 Specific Objections to Requests for Production 

At the hearing of January 3, 2019, the Court indicated its intended ruling as to the original 

objections.  Defendants agree that the revised requests accurately reflect the discussions that 

occurred, both in Court and as between them. 

1. All communications and/or documents, including letters, memoranda, emails, text

messages, instant messenger logs, or other electronic communications concerning any of

the following topics:

a. Sandy Hook

b. Newtown

c. Sandy Hook Shooting

d. Sandy Hook Investigation

e. Non-Governmental Investigation

f. Adam Lanza

g. Mass shootings

h. Sandy Hook Victims, or any specific Sandy Hook Victim

i. Sandy Hook Family, or any specific Sandy Hook Family member

j. Crisis actors or actors in statements concerning a tragic event

k. The plaintiffs in this lawsuit, or any specific plaintiff in this lawsuit

l. Wolfgang Halbig

m. This lawsuit

n. The Texas lawsuits

Objection: Defendants agree that the revision reflects the removal of “(non-privileged)” from 

1(m) & (n), reflecting that all of the requests are intended to encompass only non-privileged 

material.  Defendants also agree that, consistent with the Court’s indication, 1(c) & (k) may be 

discoverable.  However, to the extent the remaining topics seek matter that would not otherwise 

business affairs.  To the extent 1(a) and (b) are propounded to Alex Jones himself, they are meaningless, as 
he is a natural person, and evidences the non-specific nature of interrogatories in general. 
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be discoverable under 1(c) or 1(k) (“Sandy Hook Shooting” or “The plaintiffs”), they are not of 

the specific or limited nature necessary to respond to the Special Motion to Dismiss.  Defendants 

believe the “specific and limited discovery” provision of Section 1(d) of the statute should be read 

akin to Practice Book 17-47, which permits limited discovery “as is just” to respond to a summary 

judgment motion.  “[U]nder [§ 382] [now Practice Book § 17-47], the opposing party must show 

by affidavit precisely what facts are within the exclusive knowledge of the [party to be deposed] 

and what steps he has taken to attempt to acquire these facts.”  Great Country Bank v. Pastore, 

241 Conn. 423, 438, 696 A.2d 1254 (1997)(Internal quotation marks omitted.). 

Thus, for instance, where “the plaintiff's affidavit provided only speculation as to 

actionable statements and failed to show which facts were within the knowledge of those she 

wanted to depose”, discovery was not permitted.  Weissman v. Koskoff, Koskoff & Bieder, P.C., 

136 Conn. App. 557, 560, 46 A.3d 943, 945 (2012).  Here, as in Weissman, Plaintiffs have made 

no affidavit, only argument, merely speculating as to what would be potentially responsive or 

within the exclusive knowledge or possession of Defendants. 

Prior Objection: This request, containing 13 separate requests for production, is 

insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being 

whether the specific statements were of a matter of public concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of 

prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  This request impermissibly seeks 

discovery on collateral and unrelated matters, including other shootings, other lawsuits, and 

persons and things in general, unrelated to responding to the Special Motion(s).  Further, to the 

extent the “non-privileged” exceptions to (l) and (m) are not deemed to apply to (a)-(k), the request 

impermissibly seeks privileged material and may otherwise impermissibly seek attorney work-

product.   

2. All documents and/or communications between you and any of the following individuals

and/or entities, or anyone acting on their behalf, concerning any of the topics listed in

Request for Production No. 1:

a. Alex Jones
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b. Infowars LLC, or any employee or person acting on their behalf 

c. Free Speech Systems LLC, or any employee or person acting on their behalf 

d. Infowars Health LLC, or any employee or person acting on their behalf 

e. Prison Planet TV LLC, or any employee or person acting on their behalf 

f. Wolfgang Halbig 

g. Cory Sklanka 

h. Theodore Anderson 

i. Genesis Communications Network, Inc., or any employee or person acting on their 

behalf 

j. Midas Resources, Inc., or any employee or person acting on their behalf 

Objection: As discussed by the parties, Defendants believe Requests 2, 3, 6, and 8, are 

duplicative and subsets of Request No. 1.  To the extent the Court permits Request No. 1, no 

separate objection is lodged. 

Prior Objection: This request is duplicative of Request for Production No. 1 and the 

objections thereto are incorporated herein by reference.  This request, containing 10 separate 

requests for production, is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the Special 

Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public concern or 

Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  Further, 

the request impermissibly seeks privileged material under the common-interest or joint defense 

privileges and may otherwise impermissibly seek attorney work-product.  That the requests to each 

defendant include themselves evidences the non-specific nature of the requests. 

3. All documents and/or communications between you and any of the following individuals, 

or anyone acting on their behalf, concerning any of the topics listed in Request for 

Production No. 1: 

a. Steve Pieczenik 

b. Jonathan Reich 
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Objection: As discussed by the parties, Defendants believe Requests 2, 3, 6, and 8, are 

duplicative and subsets of Request No. 1.  To the extent the Court permits Request No. 1, no 

separate objection is lodged.  Defendants otherwise note that Plaintiffs withdrew Request No. 3(c) 

& (d). 

Prior Objection: This request is duplicative of Request for Production No. 1 and the 

objections thereto are incorporated herein by reference.  This request, containing 4 separate 

requests for production, is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the Special 

Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public concern or 

Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  Further, 

the request fails to set forth why information regarding any of those individuals, neither named in 

the operative complaint(s) or motion(s), is relevant.   

4. All documents and/or communications between you and any of the following individuals, 

or anyone acting on their behalf, concerning appearing on Infowars: 

a. Wolfgang Halbig 

b. Cory Sklanka 

c. Theodore Anderson 

d. Steve Pieczenik 

e. Jonathan Reich 

f. Tony Mead 

g. Erik Pearson 

Objection: Defendants generally stand on their prior objection.  However, to the extent the 

Court permits Request No. 7(e)-(i), as to agreements between them, Defendants believe Request 

No. 4(a)-(c) is duplicative.  No broader discovery would be warranted under Weissman and 

Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This request, containing 7 separate requests for production, is insufficiently 

specific or limited to the matters at issue in the Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the 

specific statements were of a matter of public concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing 
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on the claims regarding the specific statements.  Further, the request fails to set forth why 

information regarding any of the latter five individuals, neither named in the operative 

complaint(s) or motion(s), is relevant.  Whether or not one appears on Infowars is unrelated to the 

issues surrounding the specific statements and suggests a fishing expedition into Defendants’ 

business operations. 

5. All documents and communications between you and Owen Shroyer, Infowars LLC, Free

Speech Systems LLC, Prison Planet TV LLC, Infowars Health LLC, or anyone employed

by them or acting on their behalf, concerning policies and procedures for the factual vetting

for reporting on Infowars programming.

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  No broader discovery would be 

warranted under Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Plaintiffs believe they are entitled to discovery of Defendants’ internal business affairs 

under the guise of Holbrook v. Casazza, 204 Conn. 336, 347, 528 A.2d 774, 779 (1987), which 

stated that “bad or corrupt motive” in uttering a defamatory statement “may assist in drawing an 

inference of knowledge or reckless disregard of falsity”, i.e. actual malice.  Holbrook also noted 

that a failure to correct may be relevant as well.  528 A.2d at 780.  However, failure to correct “has 

only been applied in circumstances where there was some evidence of actual malice at the time the 

statements were made.”  Dongguk Univ. v. Yale Univ., 734 F.3d 113, 126 (2d Cir. 2013)(emphasis 

in original.)  Here, there is no such evidence.  Moreover, Mr. Jones has acknowledged the shooting 

occurred.  See Complaint at ¶  219(A).  

Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

It suggests a fishing expedition into Defendants’ business operations. That the requests to the 

defendants may include themselves evidences the non-specific nature of the requests.  “[A] public 

figure plaintiff must prove more than an extreme departure from professional standards and that a 

newspaper's motive in publishing a story -- whether to promote an opponent's candidacy or to 
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increase its circulation -- cannot provide a sufficient basis for finding actual malice.”  Harte-Hanks 

Commc'ns v. Connaughton, 491 U.S. 657, 665, 109 S. Ct. 2678, 2685 (1989).  Similarly, actual 

malice “is not measured by whether a reasonably prudent man would have published or would 

have investigated before publishing.” St. Amant v. Thompson, 390 U.S. 727, 731, 88 S. Ct. 1323, 

1325 (1968).  Thus, Request 5, which addresses editorial standards, is not germane to the issue of 

actual malice.   

6. All documents and communications between you and Owen Shroyer, Infowars LLC, Free 

Speech Systems LLC, Prison Planet TV LLC, Infowars Health LLC, or anyone employed 

by them or acting on their behalf, concerning any of the subjects listed in Request for 

Production 1. 

Objection: As discussed by the parties, Defendants believe Requests 2, 3, 6, and 8, are 

duplicative and subsets of Request No. 1.  To the extent the Court permits Request No. 1, no 

separate objection is lodged.   

Prior Objection: This request is duplicative of Request for Production No. 1 and the 

objections thereto are incorporated herein by reference.  This request is insufficiently specific or 

limited to the matters at issue in the Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific 

statements were of a matter of public concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the 

claims regarding the specific statements.  That the requests to the defendants may include 

themselves evidences the non-specific nature of the requests.   

7. All documents concerning contractual or business relationship(s) between you and the 

following individuals and/or entities, and/or concerning any of the following entities: 

a. Alex Jones 

b. Infowars LLC 

c. Infowars Health LLC 

d. Prison Planet TV LLC 

e. Wolfgang Halbig 

f. Cory Sklanka 
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g. Theodore Anderson 

h. Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 

i. Midas Resources, Inc. 

j. Alphabet Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

k. Facebook, Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

l. Twitter, Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

m. Oath Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

n. Snap Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

o. Apple Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection, except to the extent Plaintiffs have 

withdrawn Request No. 7(p)-(s).  Defendants also acknowledge that Plaintiffs have represented 

they need the agreements between Defendants and the other defendants in the mater to address 

claims of joint venture and agency, sought in Request No. 7(e)-(i) and, to the extent the Court 

found good cause to permit discovery as to that issue, such would be relevant.  The remaining 

requests are a fishing expedition into Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader 

discovery would be warranted under Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Plaintiffs believe they are entitled to discovery of Defendants’ internal business affairs 

under the guise of Holbrook v. Casazza, 204 Conn. 336, 347, 528 A.2d 774, 779 (1987), which 

stated that “bad or corrupt motive” in uttering a defamatory statement “may assist in drawing an 

inference of knowledge or reckless disregard of falsity”, i.e. actual malice.  A “financial motive - 

standing alone - does not support a finding of actual malice.” MiMedx Grp., Inc. v. Sparrow Fund 

Mgmt. LP, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 169669, at *34 (S.D.N.Y. Sep. 29, 2018)(citing Harte-Hanks, 

infra).  Absent any other basis to suggest actual malice, no discovery into Defendants’ business 

and financial affairs is warranted.  However, to the extent the Court believes some discovery is 

permissible, it should be circumscribed solely to the Sandy Hook Shooting. 

Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the Special 

Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public concern or 
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Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  To the 

extent is seeks information regarding the allegations of conspiracy, agency, and/or joint venture as 

set forth in the operative complaint(s), such indicates the lack of a good-faith basis for making 

such allegations at the time of filing.  This request is otherwise a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ business affairs and is impermissibly vague:  Defendants cannot be expected to know 

all of the subsidiaries and properties of Alphabet, Facebook, Twitter, Oath, Snap, or Apple. 

8. Any and all documents and media produced or broadcast by you, Infowars, or any entity 

or person acting on their behalf, including video, audio, or text, concerning any of the 

following topics: 

a. Sandy Hook 

b. Newtown 

c. Sandy Hook Shooting 

d. Sandy Hook Investigation 

e. Adam Lanza 

f. Mass shootings 

g. Sandy Hook Victims, or any specific Sandy Hook Victim 

h. Sandy Hook Family, or any specific Sandy Hook Family member 

i. Crisis actors or actors in statements concerning a tragic event 

j. The plaintiffs in this lawsuit, or any specific plaintiff in this lawsuit 

k. Wolfgang Halbig 

l. This lawsuit (non-privileged) 

m. The Texas lawsuits (non-privileged) 

Objection: As discussed by the parties, Defendants believe Requests 2, 3, 6, and 8, are 

duplicative and subsets of Request No. 1.  To the extent the Court permits Request No. 1, no 

separate objection is lodged.   

Prior Objection: This request is duplicative of Request for Production No. 1 and the 

objections thereto are incorporated herein by reference.  This request, containing 13 separate 
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requests for production, is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the Special 

Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public concern or 

Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  This 

request impermissibly seeks discovery on collateral and unrelated matters, including other 

shootings, other lawsuits, and persons and things in general, unrelated to responding to the Special 

Motion(s).  Further, to the extent the “non-privileged” exceptions to (l) and (m) are not deemed to 

apply to (a)-(k), the request impermissibly seeks privileged material and may otherwise 

impermissibly seek attorney work-product.   

9. All documents obtained or created by you concerning your investigation of the Sandy Hook 

Shooting. 

Objection: As discussed by the parties, Defendants believe this is duplicative of Request No. 

1(c).  To the extent the Court permits Request No. 1(c), no separate objection is lodged.   

Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

It suggests a fishing expedition into Defendants’ business operations. That the requests to the 

defendants may include themselves evidences the non-specific nature of the requests.  “[A] public 

figure plaintiff must prove more than an extreme departure from professional standards and that a 

newspaper's motive in publishing a story -- whether to promote an opponent's candidacy or to 

increase its circulation -- cannot provide a sufficient basis for finding actual malice.”  Harte-Hanks 

Commc'ns v. Connaughton, 491 U.S. 657, 665, 109 S. Ct. 2678, 2685 (1989).  Similarly, actual 

malice “is not measured by whether a reasonably prudent man would have published or would 

have investigated before publishing.” St. Amant v. Thompson, 390 U.S. 727, 731, 88 S. Ct. 1323, 

1325 (1968).   Documents in a defendant’s possession regarding the underlying crime does not 

address whether one or more defendant “entertained serious doubts as to the truth of his 

publication.”  Id. 

Thus, Request 9 is not germane to the issue of actual malice 
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10. All documents obtained by you concerning any other entity or individual’s investigation of 

the Sandy Hook Shooting. 

Objection: As discussed by the parties, Defendants believe Request No. 10 is duplicative of 

Request No. 1(d) & (e).  To the extent the Court permits Request No. 1(d) or (e), no separate 

objection is lodged.   

Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the Special 

Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public concern or 

Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  It suggests 

a fishing expedition into Defendants’ business operations. That the requests to the defendants may 

include themselves evidences the non-specific nature of the requests.  “[A] public figure plaintiff 

must prove more than an extreme departure from professional standards and that a newspaper's 

motive in publishing a story -- whether to promote an opponent's candidacy or to increase its 

circulation -- cannot provide a sufficient basis for finding actual malice.”  Harte-Hanks Commc'ns 

v. Connaughton, 491 U.S. 657, 665, 109 S. Ct. 2678, 2685 (1989).  Similarly, actual malice “is not 

measured by whether a reasonably prudent man would have published or would have investigated 

before publishing.” St. Amant v. Thompson, 390 U.S. 727, 731, 88 S. Ct. 1323, 1325 (1968).   

Documents in a defendant’s possession regarding the underlying crime does not address whether 

one or more defendant “entertained serious doubts as to the truth of his publication.”  Id.  Thus, 

Request 10 is not germane to the issue of actual malice. 

11. Any and all documents, transcripts, video, or audio recordings concerning deposition or 

trial testimony given by Alex Jones given in his custody case in 2017, limited to excerpts 

related his conduct as a radio and/or television host and/or his ownership of defendant 

entities.  

Objection:  Defendants acknowledge that the Court indicated it would permit discovery of 

redacted deposition and trial transcripts.  Defendants maintain their objections as to any other 

documents. 
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Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Copies of deposition transcripts for a personal matter, being child custody, is not specific to the 

claims of these plaintiffs or the specific defenses raised in this matter and demonstrates that the 

purpose of these requests is to unduly burden the defendants and attempt to use unrelated matter 

to coerce a settlement. 

12. All documents and/or recordings, whether published or not, concerning the Sandy Hook 

Shootings, Sandy Hook Victims, Sandy Hook Families, Sandy Hook First Responders, 

Sandy Hook Investigation, Non-Governmental Investigation, Sandy Hook, and/or 

Newtown. 

Objection: As discussed by the parties, Defendants believe Request No. 12 is duplicative of 

Request No. 1, with the addition of “Sandy Hook First Responders”.  To the extent the Court 

permits Request No. 1, and the definition is permitted, no separate objection is lodged.   

Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the Special 

Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public concern or 

Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  It suggests 

a fishing expedition into Defendants’ business operations. That the requests to the defendants may 

include themselves evidences the non-specific nature of the requests.  “[A] public figure plaintiff 

must prove more than an extreme departure from professional standards and that a newspaper's 

motive in publishing a story -- whether to promote an opponent's candidacy or to increase its 

circulation -- cannot provide a sufficient basis for finding actual malice.”  Harte-Hanks Commc'ns 

v. Connaughton, 491 U.S. 657, 665, 109 S. Ct. 2678, 2685 (1989).  Similarly, actual malice “is not 

measured by whether a reasonably prudent man would have published or would have investigated 

before publishing.” St. Amant v. Thompson, 390 U.S. 727, 731, 88 S. Ct. 1323, 1325 (1968).   

Documents in a defendant’s possession regarding the underlying crime does not address whether 
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one or more defendant “entertained serious doubts as to the truth of his publication.”  Id.  Thus, 

Request [12] is not germane to the issue of actual malice. 

13. Your tax returns.

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under 

Weissman and Pastore, supra, or Opotzner and Gonzales, infra. 

Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Requests 14-18 & 20, seeking tax returns, business plans, marketing information, and an 

organization chart bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  Request 14 is especially egregious as there is “an expectation of 

confidentiality in tax returns which is not to be lightly ignored.”  Opotzner v. Bass, CV 96254963, 

1998 Conn. Super. LEXIS 3704, at *9 (Super. Ct. Dec. 30, 1998).  One Connecticut Superior Court 

recently agreed that tax returns should not be produced unless (1) “it clearly appears they are 

relevant to the subject matter of the action or to the issues raised thereunder,” and (2) “there is a 

compelling need therefor because the information contained therein is not otherwise readily 

obtainable.” Gonzales v. Walter D. Sullivan Co., Inc., No. KNLCV116009628S, 2014 Conn. 

Super. LEXIS 1454, at *8 (Super. Ct. June 10, 2014) quoting Cooper v. Hallgarten & Co., 34 

F.R.D. 482, 484 (S.D.N.Y. 1964). Plaintiffs have made no showing as to either element. 

14. All business and/or marketing plans concerning you, Infowars, and/or the Jones

Defendants.

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under 

Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 
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concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Requests 14-18 & 20, seeking tax returns, business plans, marketing information, and an 

organization chart bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  This request is impermissibly vague for failure to define business and 

marketing plans. 

*Request No. 14 to Wolfgang Halbig and Cory T. Sklanka: All documents concerning the

Jones Defendants, or any of them, including, but not limited to, communications with the

Jones Defendants, or any of them; payments or other consideration to the Jones Defendants

or any of them; payments or other consideration from the Jones Defendants, or any of them;

agreements with the Jones Defendants, or any of them; footage of the Jones Defendants, or

any of them; references to the Alex Jones Defendants on sandyhookjustice.com, or in any

communication by you.

Objection:  Defendants believe this is, largely, duplicative of Request Nos. 4 & 7 and no separate 

objection is lodged. 

Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

To the extent is seeks information regarding the allegations of conspiracy, agency, and/or joint 

venture as set forth in the operative complaint(s), such indicates the lack of a good-faith basis for 

making such allegations at the time of filing.  This request is otherwise a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ business affairs and is impermissibly vague for lack of definition of the “Alex Jones 

Defendants”.   

15. All marketing data, web analytics, sales analytics, and/or other web traffic data concerning

you, Infowars, and/or any website, social-media, or other internet-based profile that you or

the Jones Defendants own and/or control.

Page 95 of 625



 

- 16 - 

Ra
nd

az
za

 L
eg

al
 G

ro
up

, P
LL

C 
10

0 
Pe

ar
l S

tre
et

, 1
4 t

h 
 F

lo
or

, H
ar

tfo
rd

, C
T 

06
10

3 
Te

l: 
70

2-
42

0-
20

01
 

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under 

Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Requests 14-18 & 20, seeking tax returns, business plans, marketing information, and an 

organization chart bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  This request is overbroad, as it seeks six years of data and is vague 

as it fails to define what constitutes responsive data, or analytics or which specific profiles are at 

issue. 

16. All marketing data or analytics concerning you, Infowars, or the other Jones Defendants, 

and/or any other medium, including radio, on which you or the Jones Defendants broadcast. 

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under 

Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Requests 14-18 & 20, seeking tax returns, business plans, marketing information, and an 

organization chart bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  This request is overbroad, as it seeks six years of data and is vague 

as it fails to define what constitutes responsive data, or analytics or which specific media are at 

issue. 

17. All communications and/or documents concerning marketing data or analytics concerning 

you, Infowars, or the other Jones Defendants, and/or any other medium, including radio, 

on which you or the Jones Defendants broadcast, either to, from, or concerning: 
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a. Alphabet Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

b. Facebook, Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

c. Twitter, Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

d. Oath Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

e. Snap Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

f. Apple Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection, noting that Plaintiffs have withdrawn 

Request No. 17(g)-(j).  This is a fishing expedition into Defendants’ unrelated, internal business 

affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Requests 14-18 & 20, seeking tax returns, business plans, marketing information, and an 

organization chart bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  This request is overbroad, as it seeks six years of data and is vague 

as it fails to define what constitutes responsive data, or analytics or which specific profiles are at 

issue.  Further, the terms “any subsidiary or property thereof” as to Alphabet, Facebook, Twitter, 

Oath, Snap, and Apple are insufficiently defined, as Defendants cannot be expected to have 

knowledge thereof. 

18. All communications with any of the plaintiffs in this lawsuit.

Objection: Defendants believe this is duplicative of Request No. 1(k).  To the extent the Court 

permits Request No. 1(k), no separate objection is lodged.   

Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Further, such request is unnecessary, for any communication a defendant may have had with a 

plaintiff would already be in Plaintiffs’ possession.   
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19. Provide an organizational chart depicting your structure as an organization and the 

relationships and relative ranks of that organization’s parts and positions/jobs. 

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under 

Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This request is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Requests 14-18 & 20, seeking tax returns, business plans, marketing information, and an 

organization chart bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  To the extent Plaintiffs request Defendants create such a chart, such 

is impermissible in a request for production. 

20. All documents that you may use to support the claims or defenses you asserted in your 

Special Motion to Dismiss. 

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection, with the exception that, as with the 

Court’s revision to Interrogatory No. 5, Defendants would be amenable to providing the exhibits 

to be used at any evidentiary hearing on the Special Motion to Dismiss.  No broader discovery 

would be warranted under Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: Request 21 is moot or, alternately, premature.  Defendants have already 

provided documents in support of their motion.  Should Plaintiffs’ response necessitate the 

introduction of further exhibits in a reply memorandum or at an evidentiary hearing, those will be 

timely provided to Plaintiffs.   

1.4 Specific Objections to Depositions 

Plaintiffs also propose taking eleven videotaped depositions.  The parties discussed the 

proffered notices but reached no resolution.  Defendants object to the respective Notice(s) of 

Videotape Deposition as follows: 
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a) As to the Notices to Alex Emric Jones; Cory T. Sklanka; Wolfgang Halbig; Kurt 

Nimmo, Former Editor, Infowars; and Steve Pieczenik: 

Objection: Defendants acknowledge, consistent with the prior ruling, that depositions of the 

named defendants may be appropriate and, perhaps, Dr. Pieczenik relative to the May 23, 2013, 

statements, if the Court believes such statements, which were made beyond all applicable statutes 

of limitations, are necessary to respond to the Special Motion.  Plaintiffs believe that they are 

entitled to take broad depositions of all of the identified individuals, without any specificity or 

limitation beyond that which is constrained in discovery generally, and that they are only restricted 

under the statute as to which persons they may depose; Defendants object as the statute requires 

the discovery be specific and limited, including as to the questions asked at any deposition taken 

under the statute.  Defendants otherwise stand on their objections. 

Prior Objections:  The notices are insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Only the notice to the corporate entities identify specific topics.5  The rest are open-ended, and all 

are unbounded in time.   Plaintiffs have identified no need to conduct depositions to obtain 

information not otherwise captured within their written discovery requests.  If the Court is to permit 

any depositions, they should be narrowly limited to the topics the Court approves and/or with pre-

approved questions.  Plaintiffs do not demonstrate why depositions must be videotaped; the Court 

is sufficiently capable of understanding a written transcript in adjudicating the motion(s).  

Additionally, beyond the named defendants, Plaintiffs seek to depose Kurt Nimmo and Steve 

Pieczenik, neither of whom are significantly mentioned in the Complaint or the Special Motion to 

Dismiss.  Plaintiffs have failed to justify either such deponent. 

                                                             
5 To the extent the depositions are narrowed to topics identified in the notices to the corporate entities, Defendants 
incorporate their objections thereto as if fully stated herein. 
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b) As to the Notices to the Corporate Designee(s) of Free Speech Systems, LLC; Genesis

Communications Network, Inc.; Infowars Health, LLC; Infowars, LLC; Midas

Resources, Inc.; Prison Planet TV, LLC:

Objection:  Defendants stand on the prior general objection and will address each topic separately. 

Prior Objection: For ease of reference, Defendants’ objections below will refer to the 

numbering as set forth in the notice proposed to be propounded on Free Speech Systems, LLC, 

which are essentially identical to the ones propounded on the other corporate defendants, except 

where otherwise indicated.  These objections should be deemed to apply to all of the putative 

discovery requests as propounded to each defendant and incorporate the objections to definitions 

discussed above.  The notices are insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Defendants specifically object to the putative topics as follows: 

1. The Company’s business model, that is, how the Company generates revenue.

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under 

Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This topic is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Topics 1-3 and 6-7 bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  This topic is vague as it fails to define “business model”. 

2. The Company’s role in promoting Infowars, Infowars.com, and/or the Alex Jones Radio

Show.

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under 

Weissman and Pastore, supra. 
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Prior Objection: This topic is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Topics 1-3 and 6-7 bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  This topic is vague as it fails to define what constitutes “promoting”. 

3. The Company’s role in generating revenue in connection with the work of Infowars, Alex

Jones, Infowars.com, and/or the Alex Jones Radio Show.

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under 

Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This topic is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Topics 1-3 and 6-7 bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  This topic is vague as it fails to define what constitutes being “in 

connection with the work”. 

4. The Company’s business dealings and/or relationship with all Case Defendants, including

transfer of funds to or receipt of funds from any other Case Defendant.

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  However, to the extent the Court permits 

discovery of agreements between the undersigned Defendants and any other Case Defendant, 

Defendants agree this topic would be permissible thereunder.  No broader discovery would be 

warranted under Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This topic is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

To the extent is seeks information regarding the allegations of conspiracy, agency, and/or joint 
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venture as set forth in the operative complaint(s), such indicates the lack of a good-faith basis for 

making such allegations at the time of filing.  Notably, Topics 4-5 address the relationships 

between the defendants generally, but they are not specifically targeted to the issue of whether the 

defendants undertook purposeful, concerted action directed against the plaintiffs.  This topic is 

otherwise a fishing expedition into Defendants’ business affairs and is impermissibly vague.   

5. The company’s business dealings and/or relationship with Wolfgang Halbig and/or Cory 

T. Sklanka particularly, including, but not limited to: 

a. Any correspondence or communications with Halbig and/or Sklanka. 

b. The transfer of anything of value to Halbig and/or Sklanka by the defendant, or by 

anyone acting for or on behalf of the defendant. 

c. The receipt of anything of value from Halbig and/or Sklaka by the defendant. 

d. Any air-time, screen-time or web-time, or any other media or documents in which 

Halbig, sandyhookjustice.com, Sandy Hook Justice, and/or Sklanka appeared or 

was discussed. 

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  However, to the extent the Court permits 

discovery of agreements between the undersigned Defendants and any other Case Defendant, 

Defendants agree this topic would be permissible thereunder.  No broader discovery would be 

warranted under Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This topic is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

To the extent is seeks information regarding the allegations of conspiracy, agency, and/or joint 

venture as set forth in the operative complaint(s), such indicates the lack of a good-faith basis for 

making such allegations at the time of filing.  Notably, Topics 4-5 address the relationships 

between the defendants generally, but they are not specifically targeted to the issue of whether the 

defendants undertook purposeful, concerted action directed against the plaintiffs.  This topic is 
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otherwise a fishing expedition into Defendants’ business affairs and is impermissibly vague and 

overbroad.   

6. Marketing data and research concerning Infowars or any Case Defendant. 

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under 

Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This topic is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Topics 1-3 and 6-7 bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  This topic is overbroad as it seeks six years of information unrelated 

to anything addressing the statements at issue.  It is vague as it does not define “marketing data or 

research” and it is overbroad as each defendant cannot be expected to have knowledge as to 

information concerning other defendants. 

7. The Company’s data retention practices. 

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  This is a fishing expedition into 

Defendants’ unrelated, internal business affairs.  No broader discovery would be warranted under 

Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This topic is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

Topics 1-3 and 6-7 bear out that the discovery requests are unrelated to the issues at hand and are 

merely a fishing expedition.  This topic is lacks foundation as there is no evidence that discoverable 

information has been destroyed.   

8. Data concerning the marketing, audience, and/or web-traffic consequences of content 

concerning the Sandy Hook Shooting, Sandy Hook Victims, Sandy Hook Families, and/or 

Sandy Hook Hoax Theory. 
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Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  No broader discovery would be 

warranted under Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This topic is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

It suggests a fishing expedition into Defendants’ business operations. “[A] public figure plaintiff 

must prove more than an extreme departure from professional standards and that a newspaper's 

motive in publishing a story -- whether to promote an opponent's candidacy or to increase its 

circulation -- cannot provide a sufficient basis for finding actual malice.”  Harte-Hanks Commc'ns 

v. Connaughton, 491 U.S. 657, 665, 109 S. Ct. 2678, 2685 (1989).  Similarly, actual malice “is not 

measured by whether a reasonably prudent man would have published or would have investigated 

before publishing.” St. Amant v. Thompson, 390 U.S. 727, 731, 88 S. Ct. 1323, 1325 (1968).   

Documents in a defendant’s possession regarding the underlying crime does not address whether 

one or more defendant “entertained serious doubts as to the truth of his publication.”  Id.  Thus, 

Topic 8 is not germane to the issue of actual malice and which seeks data regarding the impact of 

Defendants’ journalism is specifically of the type outside the scope of inquiry per Harte-Hanks, 

supra.  The topic is otherwise vague as it fails to define what constitutes such “consequences”. 

9. The steps taken by The Company or anyone acting on its behalf to investigate the Sandy 

Hook Shooting, Sandy Hook Victims, Sandy Hook First-Responders, and/or Sandy Hook 

Hoax by you, and/or by any of the Case Defendants; 

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  No broader discovery would be 

warranted under Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Prior Objection: This topic is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the 

Special Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public 

concern or Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  

“[A] public figure plaintiff must prove more than an extreme departure from professional standards 

and that a newspaper's motive in publishing a story -- whether to promote an opponent's candidacy 
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or to increase its circulation -- cannot provide a sufficient basis for finding actual malice.”  Harte-

Hanks Commc'ns v. Connaughton, 491 U.S. 657, 665, 109 S. Ct. 2678, 2685 (1989).  Similarly, 

actual malice “is not measured by whether a reasonably prudent man would have published or 

would have investigated before publishing.” St. Amant v. Thompson, 390 U.S. 727, 731, 88 S. Ct. 

1323, 1325 (1968).   Documents in a defendant’s possession regarding the underlying crime does 

not address whether one or more defendant “entertained serious doubts as to the truth of his 

publication.”  Id.  Thus, Topic 9 is not germane to the issue of actual malice.  It is otherwise vague 

for failure to define “Sandy Hook First-Responders” and “Sandy Hook Hoax”. 

10. What was discovered by the investigation referenced in Item No. 9.

Objection: Defendants stand on their prior objection.  However, to the extent the Court permits 

discovery as to Request for Production No. 1(c), this topic would be permissible thereunder.  No 

broader discovery would be warranted under Weissman and Pastore, supra. 

Objection: This topic is insufficiently specific or limited to the matters at issue in the Special 

Motion(s) to Dismiss, being whether the specific statements were of a matter of public concern or 

Plaintiffs’ probable cause of prevailing on the claims regarding the specific statements.  “[A] 

public figure plaintiff must prove more than an extreme departure from professional standards and 

that a newspaper's motive in publishing a story -- whether to promote an opponent's candidacy or 

to increase its circulation -- cannot provide a sufficient basis for finding actual malice.”  Harte-

Hanks Commc'ns v. Connaughton, 491 U.S. 657, 665, 109 S. Ct. 2678, 2685 (1989).  Similarly, 

actual malice “is not measured by whether a reasonably prudent man would have published or 

would have investigated before publishing.” St. Amant v. Thompson, 390 U.S. 727, 731, 88 S. Ct. 

1323, 1325 (1968).   Documents in a defendant’s possession regarding the underlying crime does 

not address whether one or more defendant “entertained serious doubts as to the truth of his 

publication.”  Id.  Thus, Topic 9 is not germane to the issue of actual malice.  It is otherwise vague 

for failure to define “Sandy Hook First-Responders” and “Sandy Hook Hoax”. 
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 Defendants reserve the right to further object to any discovery requests actually 

propounded.  Defendants further adopt the objections lodged by any other defendant. 

 

 
Dated: January 9, 2019 Respectfully submitted, 

 DEFENDANTS 
 

By:/s/ Jay M. Wolman 
Jay M. Wolman – Juris #433791 of 
Randazza Legal Group, PLLC 
100 Pearl Street, 14th Floor 
Hartford, CT 06103 
P: 702-420-2001 
Their Attorneys  
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CERTIFICATION 

 I hereby certify that a copy of the above was mailed or electronically delivered on this 9th 

day of January 2019 to all counsel and pro se parties of record and that written consent for 

electronic delivery was received from all counsel and pro se parties of record who were 

electronically served including: 

 
William M. Bloss 
Matthew S. Blumenthal 
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER 
350 Fairfield Avenue 
Bridgebort, CT 06604 
<bbloss@koskoff.com> 
<mblumenthal@koskoff.com> 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

 

Lawrence L. Connelli 
REGNIER TAYLOR CURRAN & EDDY 
100 Pearl Street, 4th Floor 
Hartford, Connecticut 06103 
<LConnelli@rtcelaw.com> 
 
Attorney for Defendant 
Cory T. Sklanka 

Stephen P. Brown 
WILSON ELSER MOSKOWITZ 
EDELMAN & DICKER 
1010 Washington Blvd., 8th Floor 
Stamford, CT 06901 
<stephen.brown@wilsonelser.com> 
 
Attorney for Defendant 
Midas Resources, Inc. 

Ted Anderson 
Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 
190 Cobblestone Lane 
Burnsville, MN 55337 
<t.anderson@gcnlive.com> 
 
Representative for Defendant 
Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 

 
Wolfgang Halbig 
25526 Hawks Run Lane 
Sorrento, FL 32776 
<wolfgang.halbig@comcast.net> 

Self-Represented Defendant 

 

       /s/ Jay M. Woman 433791  
       Jay M. Wolman 
 

Page 107 of 625



 

  

 
 

EXHIBIT 1 
 

Plaintiffs’ First Set of Special 
Interrogatories and Requests 

for Production 
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Docket No. FBT-CV-18-6076475-S :          JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

: 

ERICA LAFFERTY, et al.  :        OF FAIRFIELD 

: 

v. :        AT BRIDGEPORT 

: 

ALEX JONES, et al. : DECEMBER 10, 2018 

PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST SET OF  

SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 

Pursuant to the Practice Book, the plaintiffs request that the defendant, FREE SPEECH 

SYSTEMS, LLC, answer and respond to the following Interrogatories and Requests for 

Production.   

Definitions 

Please be advised that these Special Interrogatories and Requests for Production use and 

incorporate the definitions set forth in Conn. Practice Book § 13-1.  

Unless otherwise specified, the time frame for these discovery requests is December 14, 

2012 to the present day. 

In addition, for the purposes of these Special Interrogatories and Requests for Production 

only, 

“Sandy Hook Shooting” is defined as: the shooting that took place at Sandy Hook 

Elementary School in the town of Newtown, Connecticut on December 14, 2012, 

and/or the investigation that followed. 

“Sandy Hook Investigation” is defined as: theThe investigation of conducted by 

Connecticut local and state governmental bodies and federal law enforcement 

authorities concerning the Sandy Hook Shooting, including any conclusions and/or 

findings of that investigation. 

“Non-Governmental Investigation” is defined as: Any and all purported inquiries 

into the facts and circumstances surrounding the Sandy Hook Shooting conducted 

by persons or entities that are not governmental agents or entities.  

Formatted: Indent: First line:  0.5"
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“Infowars” is defined as: The media enterprise branded “Infowars,” including but 

not limited to Infowars.com, Alex Jones’s Infowars, The Alex Jones Radio Show, 

The Alex Jones Show, Alex Jones, Infowars LLC, Free Speech Systems LLC, and 

any other media, social-media, and/or internet profiles or shows branded 

“Infowars” and/or associated with any of the aforementioned individuals and 

entities.and Free Speech Systems LLC. 

“The plaintiffs in this lawsuit” is defined as: Jacqueline Barden, Mark Barden, 

Nicole Hockley, Ian Hockley, Francine Wheeler, David Wheeler, Jennifer Hensel, 

Jeremy Richman, Donna Soto, Carlee Soto-Parisi, Carlos M. Soto, Jillian Soto, 

Erica Lafferty, William Sherlach, and Robert Parker.  

“Sandy Hook Victim” is defined as: a person who was shot and/or killed in the 

shooting that took place at Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown, CT, on 

December 14, 2012. 

“Sandy Hook Family” is defined as including references to any nuclear family 

member (including step-family members) of someone who was shot and/or killed 

at Sandy Hook Elementary School on December 14, 2012, or references to 

“parent(s)” and/or “family(ies)” of those victims in general. 

“Sandy Hook Hoax Theory” is defined as: Any theory that the Sandy Hook 

Shooting did not happen as is generally accepted, including that it was a 

government conspiracy, scripted, included so-called “crisis actors,” that the Sandy 

Hook Victims did not die, and purported bases for such theories. 

“Sandy Hook First Responders” is defined as: Medical and law enforcement 

personnel who responded to the Sandy Hook Shooting. 

“Case Defendants” is defined as: Alex Emric Jones, Infowars LLC, Free Speech 

Systems LLC, Infowars Health LLC, Prison Planet TV LLC, Wolfgang Halbig, 

Cory T. Sklanka, Genesis Communications Network, Inc., and Midas Resources, 

Inc., or any employee or person actingauthorized to act on their behalf. 

“Jones Defendants” is defined as: Alex Emric Jones, Infowars LLC, Free Speech 

Systems LLC, Infowars Health LLC, and Prison Planet TV LLC, or any employee 

or person actingauthorized to act on their behalf. 

“This Lawsuit” is defined as: Erica Lafferty, et al v. Alex Jones, et al, Dkt. No. 

FBT-CV-18-6075078-S; William Sherlach, et al v. Alex Jones, et al, Dkt. No. FBT-

CV-18-6076475-S, and William Sherlach, et al v. Jones, et al, FBT-CV18-6081366. 

“The Texas Lawsuits” is defined as: Neil Heslin v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-

GN-18-001835; Leonard Pozner and Veroniqe de la Rosa v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause 

No. D-1-GN-18-001842; Scarlett Lewis v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-18-
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006623, Marcel Fontaine v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-18-001605; Brennan 

M. Gilmore v. Alexander E. Jones, et al., Case No. 18-00017 (D. W.Va.).

Special Interrogatories to Defendant Free Speech Systems LLC 

1. Identify:

a. Your officers

b. Your members

b.c. Your shareholders or other owners

c.d. Your employees

d.e. All business organizations and/or other entities in which you have ownership and/or

control

ANSWER: 

2. Identify employees responsible for marketing data, research, and/or analytics concerning

Infowars, Infowars.com, The Alex Jones Radio Show, and Alex Jones. If such

responsibilities were outsourced our contracted out, identify the individual and/or entities

to whom they were contracted.

ANSWER: 

3. Identify employees responsible for investigating any matter concerning the Sandy Hook

Shooting, Sandy Hook Victims, Sandy Hook Families, or Sandy Hook first-responders on

behalf of you, and/or on behalf of any of the Case Defendants. If such responsibilities were

outsourced or contracted out, identify the individuals and/or entities to whom they were

contracted.

ANSWER: 
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4. Identify any and all domain names or URLs controlled or used by you or an entity you

control. that have disseminated content concerning the Sandy Hook Shooting, Sandy Hook

Investigation, Non-Governmental Investigation, Sandy Hook Families, or Sandy Hook

Hoax Theory, or otherwise contain content concerning that subject matter.  Identify the

owner of such domain names or URLs. 

ANSWER: 

5. Identify each individual likely to have discoverable information—along with the subjects

of that information—that the disclosing party may use to support its claims or defenses, 

unless the use would be solely for impeachment. 

5. Identify any witnesses you may call at a hearing on a special motion to dismiss.

ANSWER: 

Special Requests for Production to Defendant Free Speech Systems LLC 

1. All communications and/or documents, including letters, memoranda, emails, text

messages, instant messenger logs, or other electronic communications concerning any of

the following topics:

a. Sandy Hook

b. Newtown

c. Sandy Hook Shooting

d. Sandy Hook Investigation

e. Non-Governmental Investigation

e.a. Adam Lanza

f.a. Mass shootings

g.a. Sandy Hook Victims, or any specific Sandy Hook Victim

h.a. Sandy Hook Family, or any specific Sandy Hook Family member

i.a. Crisis actors or actors in statements concerning a tragic event

j.a. The plaintiffs in this lawsuit, or any specific plaintiff in this lawsuit

k.a. Wolfgang Halbig

f. Adam Lanza

g. Mass shootings

h. Sandy Hook Victims, or any specific Sandy Hook Victim

i. Sandy Hook Family, or any specific Sandy Hook Family member

j. Crisis actors or actors in statements concerning a tragic event

k. The plaintiffs in this lawsuit, or any specific plaintiff in this lawsuit

l. Wolfgang Halbig

l.m. This lawsuit (non-privileged) 

m.n. The Texas lawsuits (non-privileged) 
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RESPONSE: 

 

 

  

2. All documents and/or communications between you and any of the following individuals 

and/or entities, or anyone acting on their behalf, concerning any of the topics listed in 

Request for Production No. 1: 

 

a. Alex Jones 

b. Infowars LLC, or any employee or person acting on their behalf 

c. Free Speech Systems LLC, or any employee or person acting on their behalf 

d. Infowars Health LLC, or any employee or person acting on their behalf 

e. Prison Planet TV LLC, or any employee or person acting on their behalf 

f. Wolfgang Halbig 

g. Cory Sklanka 

h. Theodore Anderson 

i. Genesis Communications Network, Inc., or any employee or person acting on their 

behalf 

j. Midas Resources, Inc., or any employee or person acting on their behalf  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

3. All documents and/or communications between you and any of the following individuals, 

or anyone acting on their behalf, concerning any of the topics listed in Request for 

Production No. 1: 

 

a. Steve Pieczenik 

b. Jonathan Reich 

c. Tony Mead 

d. Erik Pearson 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

4. All documents and/or communications between you and any of the following individuals, 

or anyone acting on their behalf, concerning appearing on Infowars: 

 

a. Wolfgang Halbig 

b. Cory Sklanka 

c. Theodore Anderson 

d. Steve Pieczenik 

e. Jonathan Reich 

f. Tony Mead 
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g. Erik Pearson 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

5. All documents and communications between you and Owen Shroyer, Infowars LLC, Free 

Speech Systems LLC, Prison Planet TV LLC, Infowars Health LLC, or anyone employed 

by them or acting on their behalf, concerning policies and procedures for the factual vetting 

for reporting on Infowars programming.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

6. All documents and communications between you and Owen Shroyer, Infowars LLC, Free 

Speech Systems LLC, Prison Planet TV LLC, Infowars Health LLC, or anyone employed 

by them or acting on their behalf, concerning any of the subjects listed in Request for 

Production No. 1. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

7. All documents concerning contractual or business relationship(s) between you and the 

following individuals and/or entities, and/or concerning any of the following entities: 

 

a. Alex Jones 

b. Infowars LLC 

c. Infowars Health LLC 

d. Prison Planet TV LLC 

e. Wolfgang Halbig 

f. Cory Sklanka 

g. Theodore Anderson 

h. Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 

i. Midas Resources, Inc.  

j. Alphabet Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

k. Facebook, Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

l. Twitter, Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

m. Oath Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof  

n. Snap Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

o. Apple Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof 

p. Global Health 

q. Global Healing Center 

r. My Patriot Supply 

s. Infidel Body Armor 
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RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

8. Any and all documents and media produced or broadcast by you, Infowars, or any entity 

or person acting on their behalf, including video, audio, or text, concerning any of the 

following topics: 

 

a. Sandy Hook 

b. Newtown 

c. Sandy Hook Shooting 

d. Sandy Hook Investigation 

e. Non-Governmental Investigation 

f. Adam Lanza 

g. Mass shootings 

h. Sandy Hook Victims, or any specific Sandy Hook Victim 

i. Sandy Hook Family, or any specific Sandy Hook Family member 

j. Crisis actors or actors in statements concerning a tragic event 

k. The plaintiffs in this lawsuit, or any specific plaintiff in this lawsuit  

l. Wolfgang Halbig 

e.a. Adam Lanza 

f.a. Mass shootings 

g.a. Sandy Hook Victims, or any specific Sandy Hook Victim 

h.a. Sandy Hook Family, or any specific Sandy Hook Family member 

i.a. Crisis actors or actors in statements concerning a tragic event 

j.a. The plaintiffs in this lawsuit, or any specific plaintiff in this lawsuit  

k.a. Wolfgang Halbig 

l.m. This lawsuit (non-privileged) 

m.n. The Texas lawsuits (non-privileged) 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

9. All documents obtained or created by you concerning your investigation of the Sandy Hook 

Shooting. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

10. All documents obtained by you concerning any other entity or individual’s investigation of 

the Sandy Hook Shooting. 

 

RESPONSE: 
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11. All depositions given by you within the last 10 years, including depositions given in Neil 

Heslin v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-18-001835; Leonard Pozner and 

Veroniqe de la Rosa v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-18-001842; Scarlett Lewis 

v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-18-006623, Marcel Fontaine v. Alex E. Jones, 

et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-18-001605; Brennan M. Gilmore v. Alexander E. Jones, et al., 

Case No. 18-00017 (D. W.Va.). 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

  

12. All documents produced by you in Neil Heslin v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-

18-001835; Leonard Pozner and Veroniqe de la Rosa v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-

1-GN-18-001842; Scarlett Lewis v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-18-006623, 

Marcel Fontaine v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-18-001605; Brennan M. 

Gilmore v. Alexander E. Jones, et al., Case No. 18-00017 (D. W.Va.). 

 

 

11. Any and all documents, transcripts, video, or audio recordings concerning deposition or 

trial testimony given by Alex Jones given in his custody case in 2017, limited to excerpts 

related his conduct as a radio and/or television host and/or his ownership of defendant 

entities.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

13.12. All documents and/or recordings, whether published or not, concerning the Sandy 

Hook Shootings, Sandy Hook Victims, Sandy Hook Families, Sandy Hook First 

Responders, Sandy Hook Investigation, Non-Governmental Investigation, Sandy Hook, 

and/or Newtown. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

 

14.13. Your tax returns. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

15.14. All business and/or marketing plans concerning you, Infowars, and/or the Jones 

Defendants. 

 

RESPONSE: 
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16.15. All marketing data, web analytics, sales analytics, and/or other web traffic data 

concerning you, Infowars, and/or any website, social-media, or other internet-based profile 

that you or the Jones Defendants own and/or control.  

RESPONSE: 

17.16. All marketing data or analytics concerning you, Infowars, or the other Jones 

Defendants, and/or any other medium, including radio, on which you or the Jones 

Defendants broadcast. 

RESPONSE: 

18.17. All communications and/or documents concerning marketing data or analytics 

concerning you, Infowars, or the other Jones Defendants, and/or any other medium, 

including radio, on which you or the Jones Defendants broadcast, either to, from, or 

concerning: 

a. Alphabet Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

b. Facebook, Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

c. Twitter, Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

d. Oath Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

e. Snap Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

f. Apple Inc., or any subsidiary or property thereof

g. Global Health

h. Global Healing Center

i. My Patriot Supply

j. Infidel Body Armor

RESPONSE: 

19.18. All communications with any of the plaintiffs in this lawsuit. 

RESPONSE: 
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20.19. Provide an organizational chart depicting your structure as an organization and the 

relationships and relative ranks of that organization’s parts and positions/jobs.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

 

21.20. All documents that you may use to support the claims and/or defenses you asserted 

in your Special Motion to Dismiss.    

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 

 

 

THE PLAINTIFFS 

 

 

      By /s/ Matthew S. Blumenthal   

       WILLIAM M. BLOSS 

       ALINOR C. STERLING 

       MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 

       KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER 

       350 FAIRFIELD AVENUE 

       BRIDGEPORT, CT  06604 

       bbloss@koskoff.com  

       asterling@koskoff.com  

       mblumenthal@koskoff.com  

       Telephone:  (203) 336-4421 

       Fax:  (203) 368-3244 

       JURIS #32250 
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CERTIFICATION 

 

 This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing has been emailed and/or mailed, this day, 

postage prepaid, to all counsel and pro se appearances as follows: 

 

For Wolfgang Halbig: 

Wolfgang Halbig – TO BE MAILED 

25526 Hawks Run Lane 

Sorrento, FL  32776 

wolfgang.halbig@comcast.net  

Tel: 352-729-2559 

Fax: 352-729-2559 

 

For Cory T. Sklanka: 

Lawrence L. Connelli, Esq. 

Regnier Taylor Curran & Eddy 

100 Pearl Street, 4th Floor 

Hartford, CT  06103 

LConnelli@rtcelaw.com  

Tel: 860-249-9121 

Fax: 860-527-4343 

 

For Alex Emric Jones, Infowars, LLC, Free Speech Systems, LLC, Infowars Health, LLC and 

Prison Planet TV, LLC: 

Jay M. Wolman, Esq. 

100 Pearl Street, 14th Floor 

Hartford, CT  06103 

jmw@randazza.com  

Tel: 702-420-2001 

Fax: 305-437-7662 

 

For Midas Resources, Inc.: 

Stephen P. Brown, Esq. 

Wilson Elser Moskowitz Edelman & Dicker 

1010 Washington Boulevard, 8th Floor 

Stamford, CT  06901 

stephen.brown@wilsonelser.com  

Tel: 203-388-9100 

Fax: 203-388-9100 

 

 

        /s/     

WILLIAM M. BLOSS 

ALINOR C. STERLING 

MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
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ORDER    421277
DOCKET NO: FBTCV186075078S

    V.
JONES, ALEX EMRIC Et Al

SUPERIOR COURT

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF FAIRFIELD
    AT BRIDGEPORT

1/10/2019

ORDER

The following order is entered in the above matter:

ORDER:

As to ##144-147: Objections as to Production Requests 13(tax returns) and Production Request 20 are
sustained. Putting aside the agreements reached by the parties, the remaining production requests are
overruled. The parties should request another status conference to address the depositions.

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order.

421277

Judge: BARBARA N BELLIS

FBTCV186075078S    1/10/2019 Page 1 of 1
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NO: FBT-CVlS-6075078-S 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL 

v. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL 

NO: FBT-CV18-6076475-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL 

V. 

ALEX JONES, ET AL 

NO: FBT-CVlS-6081366-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL 

v. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL 

SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF FAIRFIELD 

AT BRIDGEPORT, CONNECTICUT 

JANUARY 23, 2019 

SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF FAIRFIELD 

AT BRIDGEPORT, CONNECTICUT 

JANUARY 23, 2019 

SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF FAIRFIELD 

AT BRIDGEPORT, CONNECTICUT 

JANUARY 23, 2019 

BEFORE THE HONORABLE BARBARA N. BELLIS, JUDGE 

A P P E A R A N C E S : 

Representing the Plaintiffs: 
ATTORNEY ALINOR STERLING 

ATTORNEY CHRIS MATTEI 
Koskoff Koskoff & Bieder 
350 Fairfield Avenue 
Bridgeport, CT 06604 

Representing the Defendants, Alex Emric Jones, Infowars, LLC, 
Infowars Health, LLC, Prison Planet TV, LLC, and Free Speech 
Systems, LLC: 

ATTORNEY JAY M. WOLMAN 

Randazza Legal Group, PLLC 
100 Pearl Street, 14 th Floor 
Hartford, CT 06103 

Representing the Defendant, Cory Sklanka: 
ATTORNEY KRISTAN JAKIELA 

Regnier, Taylor, Curran & Eddy 
100 Pearl Street, 4 th Floor 
Hartford, CT 06103 

Representing the Defendant, Midas Resources, Inc.: 
ATTORNEY STEPHEN BROWN 

Wilson Elser Moskowitz Edelman & Dicker 
1010 Washington Blvd. 
Stamford, CT 06901 

Recorded and Transcribed By: 
Catherine Hudder 
Court Recording Monitor 
1061 Main Street, 4 th Floor 
Bridgeport, CT 06604 
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THE COURT: We don't have to go through that 

again. 

All right. All right. Have a seat and make 

yourselves comfortable. We can start with Lafferty 

versus Jones ending in 78. Is there anything that 

both sides agree is ready to be adjudicated today? 

2 

ATTY. STERLING: Your Honor, I think we have the 

motion to clarify the discovery ruling and an 

objection was filed. I don't see any reason why we 

wouldn't go ahead with that today. 

THE COURT: All right. So let me just get 

there. So we have motion for clarification filed on 

January 11th , number 149. 

ATTY. STERLING: That's correct, Your Honor, and 

the oppositions are docket numbers 156 and 157. 

THE COURT: And everybody agrees that's good to 

go? 

ATTY. WOLMAN: Yes, Your Honor. And they're not 

so much oppositions as preserving our objections by 

recognizing that what they propose is probably what 

Your Honor meant. 

THE COURT: Well, do you have anything -- you 

don't have a proposal together? 

What are you looking to do? 

ATTY. STERLING: Your Honor, there was just a 

word missing, we believe, from your ruling, and so 

what we are asking is just that the word be inserted. 

Page 124 of 625



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

Everyone seems to understand your intent. 

THE COURT: Oh, yeah. 

ATTY. STERLING: We just wanted to make sure. 

THE COURT: That clearly was the intent. 

ATTY. WOLMAN: All right, that you were 

overruling the objections not the request for 

production themselves. 

THE COURT: Right. 

ATTY. STERLING: Right. 

THE COURT: I think we all knew that. 

ATTY. WOLMAN: Yes. 

ATTY. STERLING: Right. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

ATTY. WOLMAN: They moved in --

THE COURT: All right. So ordered. 

ATTY. STERLING: Thank you, Your Honor. 

ATTY. WOLMAN: Thank you. 

ATTY. STERLING: Then the next small thing was 

docket number 151 which was the motion to clarify 

compliance deadlines. 

THE COURT: Okay. Are there any other filings 

on that? 

ATTY. STERLING: Yes, there is, which is docket 

number 155. 

THE COURT: And have you had discussions about 

this? 

ATTY. STERLING: We did have a discussion about 

3 
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NO: FBT-CV18-6075078-S 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL 

V. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL 

NO: FBT-CVlS-6076475-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL 

V. 

ALEX JONES, ET AL 

NO: FBT-CV18-6081366-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL 

V. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL 

SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF FAIRFIELD 

AT BRIDGEPORT, CONNECTICUT 

JANUARY 23, 2019 

SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF FAIRFIELD 

AT BRIDGEPORT, CONNECTICUT 

JANUARY 23, 2019 

SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF FAIRFIELD 

AT BRIDGEPORT, CONNECTICUT 

JANUARY 23, 2019 

C E R T I F I C A T I O N 

I hereby certify the foregoing pages are a true and 

correct transcription of the audio recording of the above

referenced case, heard in Superior Court, Judicial District of 

Fairfield, Bridgeport, Connecticut, before the Honorable Barbara 

N. Bellis, Judge, on the 23rd day of January, 2019.

Dated this 11 th day of February, 2019 in Bridgeport, 

Connecticut. 

c� Rudder
Court Recording Monitor 
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436-S 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL. 

v. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. 

NO. X-06-UWY-CVlS-6046437-S

WILLIAM SHERLACH 

v. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. 

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL. 

v. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MARCH 22, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MARCH 22, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MARCH 22, 2022 

PLAINTIFFS' OBJECTION TO DEFENDANTS' MOTION 

FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER RE: DEPOSITION OF ALEX JONES 

Yesterday, less than 48 hours before it was set to begin, counsel for the Jones defendants 

filed a motion for a protective order seeking to postpone Alex Jones's deposition. The claimed 

basis: "at approximately 3:30 p.m. [that] afternoon," his counsel, located on the east coast, 

"received a telephone call alerting him that Mr. Jones was under the care of a physician for medical 

conditions that require immediate, and possibly, emergency testing." Defs.' Am. Mot. for 

Protective Order 1, DN 730. According to the unidentified caller, who, apparently is not a 

physician, Mr. Jones was then under the care of a physician. Then, in an apparent separate call, 

counsel purportedly spoke to an individual who claimed to be a physician qualified to render an 

opinion "about Mr. Jones's health, and that his opinion was that Mr. Jones should not sit for 

1 
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436 S: 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL: 

V.: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL : 

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046437 S: 

WILLIAM SHERLACH 

V.: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL : 

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438 S: 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL : 

V.: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL: 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MARCH 23, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MARCH 23, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MARCH 23, 2022 

NOTICE TO THE COURT IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE COURT'S MARCH 22, 2022 
ORDER (DKT. NO. 732.00) 

The undersigned submit this notice in compliance with the Court's March 22, 2022 

order directing them to clarify where Mr. Jones conducted a broadcast that occurred during 

a hearing that the Court held on March 22, 2022 from approximately 2 PM to 3 PM Eastern 

Standard Time with various recesses. 

After inquiring (see Exhibit A), the undersigned report to the Court as follows: 

1. The broadcast took place from Mr. Jones' usual and customary studio in Austin,

Texas.

2. The studio is not located in Mr. Jones' home.

3. Mr. Jones will provide the address of his studio to the Court and the parties if

requested, but he would respectfully request permission to do so under seal

because his studio location has been the subject of harassment in the past.

1 
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DOCKE T NO: UWYCVl 86046438S 

SHERLACH, WILLIAM Et Al 

ORDER 421277 
SUPERIOR COUR T 

V. 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF WATERBURY 
AT WATERBURY 

JONES, ALEX EMRIC Et Al 
3/23/2022 

ORDER 

ORDER REGARDING: 
03/23/2022 541.00 MOTION FOR ORDER 

The foregoing, having been considered by the Court, is hereby: 

ORDER: 

The court declines to issue a capias at this 
time. but notes that should Mr. Jones fail to appear for the deposition 
tomorrow, he will be in direct contempt of the court's orders requiring him to 
appear for his deposition. Nothing prevents the plaintiffs from pursuing a 
motion for commission and subpoena, nor are the plaintiffs prevented from 
seeking sanctions should Mr. Jones continue to disregard the court's orders. 
The Jones defendants have requested an additional opportunity to be heard 
regarding the other sanctions that the plaintiffs have requested, and the court 
agrees that all parties should be given adequate time to brief the issues. As 
such, the plaintiffs should file a new motion regarding the deposition and 
sanctions, if they so desire, by 5:00 p.m. March 25, 2022, the defendants 
should file any opposition by 10:00 a.m. on March 29, 2022, and the plaintiffs 
should file a reply, if any, by 10:00 a.m. on March 30,2022. A hearing will be 
held on this issue on March 30, 2022 at 2:00 p.m. 

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order. 

421277 

Judge: BARBARA N BELLIS 
Processed by: Ronald Ferraro 

This document may be signed or verified electronically and has the same validity and status as a document with a physical 
(pen-to-paper) signature. For more information, see Section I.E. of the State of Connecticut Superior Court E-Services 
Procedures and Technical Standards (https://jud.ct.gov/extemal/super/E-Services/e-standards.pdf), section 51-193c of the 
Connecticut General Statutes and Connecticut Practice Book Section 4-4. 
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DOCKET NO: UWY-CV-18-6046436-S :  : SUPERIOR COURT 
: 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL.,   : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
: 

VS. : AT WATERBURY 
: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : FEBRUARY 24, 2022 

DOCKET NO: UWY-CV-18-6046437-S :  : SUPERIOR COURT 
: 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
: 

VS. : AT WATERBURY 
: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : FEBRUARY 24, 2022 

DOCKET NO: UWY-CV-18-6046438-S :  : SUPERIOR COURT 
: 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL.,   : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
: 

VS. : AT WATERBURY 
: 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : FEBRUARY 24, 2022 

DEFENDANTS' RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE 
UNDER SEAL 

Defendants Alex Jones, Free Speech Systems, LLC, Infowars, LLC, Infowars Health, LLC, 

and Prison Planet TV, LLC, hereby respond to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Leave to under Seal (Lafferty 

Entry No. 690.00).  Without prejudice to the ongoing confidential nature of the remainder of Mr. 

Sertucche’s deposition or the confidentiality of the deposition of Free Speech Systems, LLC’s 

corporate designee (which has since been narrowed following a conference with Plaintiffs’ 

counsel), or any other materials designated confidential, Defendants do not generally believe the 

materials provided by Plaintiffs in support of their spurious motion for commission (Lafferty Entry 

No. 689.00) requires sealing.  However, some minimal sealing is required. 
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Plantiffs’ Exhibit D contains a summary of statistics for a group of social media accounts.1  

Plaintiffs did not need to present this full document nor does the Court need to review this full 

document for the proposition that this report was received. The specific numbers are a compilation 

that constitutes a trade secret, which is not generally known and is the subject of reasonable efforts 

to maintain its secrecy.  Compare Elm City Cheese Co. v. Federico, 251 Conn. 59, 752 A.2d 1037 

(1999) citing Conn. Gen. Stat. § 35-51(d) (addressing financial data).  This information is kept 

confidential, and Free Speech Systems does not release it to external persons or entities, with the 

exception of its attorneys and advisors, or as otherwise produced under circumstances where the 

confidentiality is to be maintained by law or agreement. Thus, in Lopez v. Bridgeport Bd. of Educ., 

the Court sealed a document where it found “[t]he document contains unnecessary, sensitive 

medical or financial information or material that is entitled to remain confidential.”  No. 

FBTCV136034307S, 2013 Conn. Super. LEXIS 4802, at *1 (Super. Ct. July 2, 2013)(Bellis, J.).  

Disclosure of this information could cause significant injury to Free Speech Systems, LLC, as it 

could be abused by competitors or adversaries to competitively benchmark their own social media 

data. 

  In light of the foregoing, the specific, targeted sealing of sensitive information sought by 

Free Speech Systems, LLC, should be allowed.   

Dated: February 24, 2022 Respectfully submitted, 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, INFOWARS, LLC, 
FREE SPEECH SYSTEMS, LLC, 
INFOWARS HEALTH, LLC, PRISON 
PLANET TV, LLC 

 
By: /s/ Jay M. Wolman  
Jay M. Wolman – Juris #433791 of 
Randazza Legal Group, PLLC 
100 Pearl Street, 14th Floor 
Hartford, CT 06103 
P: 702-420-2001 
F: 305-437-7662 
Counsel for Defendants Alex E. Jones, Free 

 
1 This document does not appear to have a “Confidential” notation; to the extent it may have been transmitted without 
such a designated, it was an oversight and is hereby designated as Confidential. 
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Speech Systems, LLC, Infowars, LLC, 
Infowars Health, LLC, and Prison Planet TV, 
LLC 
 
And 
 
/s/Norman A. Pattis 
Norman A. Pattis 
PATTIS & SMITH, LLC 
Juris No. 423934 
383 Orange Street 
New Haven, CT 06511 
V: 203-393-3017 
F: 203-393-9745 
npattis@pattisandsmith.com 
Counsel for Defendants Free Speech 
Systems, LLC, Infowars, LLC, Infowars 
Health, LLC, and Prison Planet TV, LLC  
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the above was mailed or electronically delivered on this 24th 
day of February 2022 to all counsel and pro se parties of record and that written consent for 
electronic delivery was received from all counsel and pro se parties of record who were 
electronically served including:  

 
Alinor C. Sterling  
Christopher M. Mattei  
Matthew S. Blumenthal  
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER  
350 Fairfield Avenue  
Bridgeport, CT 06604  
<asterling@koskoff.com>  
<cmattei@koskoff.com>  
<mblumenthal@koskoff.com>  
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

Mario Cerame, Esq.  
Brignole, Bush & Lewis 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 
<mcerame@brignole.com>  
Attorneys for Defendant  
Genesis Communications Network, Inc.  

 
 

/s/ Jay M. Woman 433791  
Jay M. Wolman 
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NO. X06-UWY-CV18-6046436-S 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL. 

V. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. 

NO. X06-UWY-CV18-6046437-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH 

v. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. 

NO. X06-UWY-CV18-6046438-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL. 

V. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MARCH 23, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MARCH 23, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

MARCH 23, 2022 

SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF REGARDING THE COURT'S AUTHORITY TO ISSUE 

CAPIAS AND OTHER SANCTIONS 

Pursuant to the Court's direction at today's hearing, the plaintiffs in the above-captioned 

cases submit this brief explaining the Court's authority to issue a capias for Mr. Jones, should he 

not appear for his deposition tomorrow. 

1 
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Argument 

I. No provision of Connecticut law grants the Court authority to issue an order
to compel or a capias as to a witness who has not been subpoenaed.

The Practice Book contemplates two ways by which witnesses may be notified of a

deposition. First, Practice Book § 13-27 states that "any person" may be orally examined 

if they received reasonable notice in writing. Second, Practice Book§ 13-28 contemplates 

the issuance of subpoenas to compel the attendance of "any witness." 

The difference between these two sections is stark. § 13-27 contemplates a 

cooperative process where a witness complies voluntarily with a written notice of 

deposition such as the one that Mr. Jones received. § 13-28 contemplates a compulsory 

process where a witness refuses to comply voluntarily and subpoenas must issue to 

command him to provide testimony. The former is cooperative. The latter is adversarial. 

This litigation is complicated - to the point that it has been assigned to Connecticut's 

complex litigation docket and the Court has held monthly status conferences to manage 

this case. Counsel have endeavored to work together as to scheduling and other discovery 

matters as their duties as officers of the court require them to do. Cooperation as to matters 

of discovery, however, does not purge the litigation of its adversarial character. 

As the Plaintiffs indicated in the hearing during which the Court ordered this 

accelerated briefing, they never served Mr. Jones with a subpoena, which is the prescribed 

way to initiate the process of compelling his attendance at a deposition. They now seek a 

capias to procure his attendance. 

The issuance of a capias is governed by Practice Book § 13-28(f). The plain 

language of Practice Book § 13-28(f) clearly presupposes that the witness has been 

subpoenaed before a capias is sought: 

3 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
APPELLATE COURT 

______________________________ 
AC 45401 

______________________________ 
ERICA LAFFERTY ET AL 

(Plaintiffs) 
v. 

ALEX JONES ET AL
(Defendants) 

_______________________________ 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF WATERBURY At 
WATEBURY

HON. BARABARA BELLIS

________________________________ 
APPENDIX OF APPELLANT 

VOLUME 2

FOR THE APPELLANT 
Norman A. Pattis 
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
Juris No. 423943 
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
Orange St., First Floor 
New Haven, CT 06511 
203.393.3017 (tel) 
203.393.9745 (fax) 
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issuance of a subpoena in the state where the defendant resides and states that the party

defendant is "compelled" by the notice of deposition itself: 

( c) A defendant who is not a resident of this state may be compelled:
(1) By subpoena to give a deposition in any county in this state in which the defendant is
personally served, or
(2) By notice under Section 13-2 7 (a) to give a deposition at any place within thirty miles
of the defendant's residence or within the county of his or her residence or at such other
place as is fixed by order of the judicial authority.

Prac. Bk. § 13-29(c) (emphasis supplied). 

Mr. Jones was compelled to testify by notice of deposition, as provided in§ 13-29(c)(2). 

The Court has full authority to sanction Mr. Jones for non-appearance under Practice Book § 13-

14, and through the exercise of its inherent authority, including its civil contempt powers. See 

Redding Life Care, LLC v. Town of Redding, 331 Conn. 711, 741 (2019) ("[A]ny person ... 

misbehaving or disobeying any order of a judicial authority in the course of any judicial 

proceeding may be adjudicated in contempt and appropriately punished.") 

These powers include the power to direct an officer to arrest a non-appearing witness and 

bring him before the Court to testify. "[I]ssuance of a capias is in the discretion of the court." 

Haus. Auth. of City of New Haven v. DeRoche, 112 Conn. App. 355, 372 (2009); see also New 

England Bank v. Green, 2011 WL 726697, at *3 (Conn. Super. Ct. Feb. 4, 2011) (Danaher, III, 

J.) ("If [ the defendant] fails to appear on the date and at the time set forth herein, or fails to 

produce the designated materials, or fails to respond to the deposition questions in good faith, the 

court will make itself available to hear the plaintiffs request for the issuance of a capias or any 

other appropriate order."). See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 52-143(e) (the court may issue an order 

directed to a proper office to "to arrest the witness and bring him before the court to testify."); 

3 
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DKT NO: X06-UWY-CV186046436-S 

ERICA LAFFERTY 

v. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES 

DKT NO: X06-UWY-CV186046437-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH 

v. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES 

DKT NO: X06-UWY-CV186046438-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH 

v. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DKT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT WATERBURY 

AT WATERBURY, CONNECTICUT 

MARCH 22, 2021 

HEARING 

BEFORE THE HONORABLE BARBARA N. BELLIS, JUDGE 

A P P E A R A N C E S 

Representing the Plaintiff(s): 

ATTORNEY CHRISTOPHER MATTEI 
ATTORNEY ALINOR STERLING 

Representing the Defendant(s): 

ATTORNEY KEVIN SMITH 
ATTORNEY CAMERON ATKINS 
ATTORNEY MARIO CERAME for defendant Genesis Comm. 

Recorded By: 
Darlene Orsatti 

Transcribed By: 
Darlene Orsatti 
Court Recording Monitor 
400 Grand Street 
Waterbury, CT 06702 
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27 

30 

moment. 

THE COURT: Attorney Smith, I'm not faulting you 

personally in any way, shape, or form. You're just 

doing your job. But what you did was you submitted 

ex parte information to the Court, which doesn't say 

recommend - it doesn't just say recommend, it says he 

is remaining home. So I have you submitting this 

ex parte information, so the Court is told he is 

remaining home. It's really not complicated. The 

Court's told, he is remaining home, and then I have 

Attorney Mattei noting that there's a live broadcast 

during these arguments, and it appears, in fact, that 

he's at the studio and that he is not remaining home. 

ATTY. SMITH: Understood, your Honor. I'm 

trying to confirm where he is. I have never been to 

those studios. I cannot look at it and see and tell 

where he is. I am endeavoring to get that 

information for the Court. I'm providing to the 

Court all the information that I have. 

THE COURT: I would think that you would have a 

duty and an obligation, given the evidence that you 

submitted to the Court by way of this ex parte letter 

that indicates he is remaining at home. And by 

virtue of your arguments that he cannot attend the 

deposition because he is supposed to remain at home. 

If in fact the evidence that you submitted, the 

letter that says he is remaining at home is 
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DOCKET NO: UW YCV186046438S 

SHERLACH, WILLIAM Et Al 

JONES, ALEX EMRIC Et Al 

ORDER REGARDING: 
03/23/2022 547.00 BRIEF 

ORDER 

ORDER 421277 
SUPERIOR COURT 

WDICIAL DISTRICT OF WATERBURY 
AT WATERBURY 

3/23/2022 

The foregoing, having been considered by the Court, is hereby: 

ORDER: 

see ruling on underlying motion 

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order. 

421277 

Judge: BARBARA N BELLIS 
Processed by: Ronald Ferraro 

This document may be signed or verified electronically and has the same validity and status as a document with a physical 
(pen-to-paper) signature. For more information, see Section I.E. of the State of Connecticut Superior Court £-Services 
Procedures and Technical Standards (https://jud.ct.gov/extemal/super/E-Services/e-standards.pdf), section 51-193c of the 
Connecticut General Statutes and Connecticut Practice Book Section 4-4. 
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436-S 
ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL 
V. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL 

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046437-S 
WILLIAM SHERLACH 
V. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL 

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438-S 
WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL 
V. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL 

SUPERIOR COURT 
COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
AT WATERBURY 
MARCH 23, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 
COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
AT WATERBURY 
MARCH 23, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 
COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
AT WATERBURY 
MARCH 23, 2022 

RENEWED MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER RE: DEPOSITION OF ALEX 
JONES 

The defendant, Alex Jones, renews his "Amended Motion for Protective Order 

RE: Deposition of Alex Jones," filed on, March 21, 2022. See, Dkt# 730.00. In support 

of this renewed motion the defendant submits the sworn statements of two medical 

professionals: Dr. Benjamin Marble and Dr. Amy Offutt. These statements are attached 

hereto as Exhibit A 

As part of a rescheduling agreement between counsel, the depositi'on of Alex 

Jones in this case was rescheduled to occur on March 23, 2022 and March 24, 2022. On 

March 21, 2022, Mr. Jones' counsel sought an emergency protective order to temporarily 

delay the deposition on the advice of Mr. Jones' doctor. The Court denied the motion after 

a hearing on March 22; 2022. 

On March 23, 2022, counsel for the Plaintiffs and counsel for Mr. Jones appeared 

at the place designated in Austin, Texas for his deposition. Mr. Jones did not appear for 

his deposition. 
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ORDER    421277
DOCKET NO: UWYCV186046438S

SHERLACH, WILLIAM Et Al
    V.
JONES, ALEX EMRIC Et Al

SUPERIOR COURT

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF WATERBURY
    AT WATERBURY

3/24/2022

ORDER

ORDER REGARDING:
03/23/2022 549.00 MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER

The foregoing, having been considered by the Court, is hereby:

ORDER: DENIED

Mr. Jones has by all accounts broadcast live from his studio
on Monday and Tuesday, in disregard of Dr. Marble’s purported instructions to
stay home and rest. Additionally, plaintiffs’ counsel alleges that even today,
Mr. Jones called into his show, speaking on the war in Ukraine, although the
court has no evidence to confirm that. While the court has no details regarding
Dr. Offutt’s background or qualifications, it appears both from Dr. Marble’s
letter that the court reviewed yesterday in camera, and from Dr. Offutt’s
letter today, that the medical issues, while potentially serious, are not
currently serious enough to either require his hospitalization, or convince him
to stop engaging in his broadcasts. Mr. Jones cannot unilaterally decide to
continue to engage in his broadcasts, but refuse to participate in a
deposition. The motion is denied. Of course, if, as Dr. Offutt indicates, he
develops escalating symptoms such that he is hospitalized, that change in
circumstance would excuse his attendance at the court ordered deposition. The
court expects that the deposition, which will be videotaped, will proceed in a
calm, orderly, and professional manner, as all depositions should proceed. The
court will be available during the deposition should any issues arise related
to this order.

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order.

421277

Judge: BARBARA N BELLIS
Processed by: Ronald Ferraro

This document may be signed or verified electronically and has the same validity and status as a document with a physical
(pen-to-paper) signature. For more information, see Section I.E. of the State of Connecticut Superior Court E-Services
Procedures and Technical Standards (https://jud.ct.gov/external/super/E-Services/e-standards.pdf), section 51-193c of the
Connecticut General Statutes and Connecticut Practice Book Section 4-4.
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NO. X06-UWY-CV18-6046436-S : SUPERIOR COURT 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL. : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : MARCH 25, 2022 

NO. X06-UWY-CV18-6046437-S : SUPERIOR COURT 

WILLIAM SHERLACH : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : MARCH 25, 2022 

NO. X06-UWY-CV18-6046438-S : SUPERIOR COURT 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL. : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : MARCH 25, 2022 

MOTION FOR FINDING OF CIVIL CONTEMPT, ISSUANCE OF ORDERS TO 
SECURE ALEX JONES ATTENDANCE AT DEPOSITION, AND ISSUANCE OF 

FURTHER SANCTIONS ORDERS  

Alex Jones is in contempt of this Court. He is so afraid of being deposed in this case that 

he refused to attend his own deposition, even after the Court ordered him to do so. His invented 

excuses for his absence only confirm his contempt. Twice Mr. Jones sought “emergency” 

protective orders based on bogus argument that he was unable to attend his deposition due to 

health concerns. The Court appropriately rejected those efforts, finding, in part, that the Court 

c
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had been “deceived by the evidence and the argument Mr. Jones made” concerning his health 

restrictions. Ex. A, 3/23/22 Hrg. Tr. at 17:2-5.   

By order of the Court, Mr. Jones was required to appear for his deposition on March 23, 

2022. He did not. By a subsequent order of the Court and on pain of contempt, Mr. Jones was 

required to appear for his deposition on March 24, 2022. He did not. It is impossible to overstate 

the level of contempt that Mr. Jones has shown for the Court’s authority throughout this 

litigation. It is also impossible to overstate the contempt he has shown for the plaintiffs. With 

dignity and courage, the plaintiffs subjected themselves to hours and hours of painful questioning 

by Mr. Jones’s lawyers – and Mr. Jones plays sick when it is his turn to tell the truth under oath. 

He begs his audience to send him money to support his legal defense1 and then ducks his 

deposition.  

It is absolutely no surprise that today – the day after he skipped his deposition – Mr. 

Jones was back on the air from his studio, explaining to his audience that the emergent medical 

condition that supposedly manifested just days before his deposition turned out to be “a blockage 

in his sinus.”2 Now that the blockage has cleared, he feels “like a new person.” Id. It is no 

coincidence that Mr. Jones’s sinus cleared as soon as plaintiffs’ counsel cleared Texas airspace. 

The plaintiffs now move the Court to enter a finding of civil contempt and to issue orders 

to coerce Mr. Jones’s attendance at deposition, and to coerce that attendance immediately. More 

specifically, the plaintiffs move the Court to order all of the following: 

1 See Save Infowars Legal Defense Fund, https://www.givesendgo.com/G2CK4) (last accessed 
March 25, 2022).   
2 See The Alex Jones Show, originally aired at https://www.infowars.com/show/  (March 25, 
2022). 
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A) That Mr. Jones is adjudicated to be in contempt of court; and that such contempt may

be purged when Mr. Jones sits for deposition at the offices of Koskoff, Koskoff &

Bieder, PC; 350 Fairfield Avenue, Bridgeport, Connecticut and completes his

deposition;

B) That Mr. Jones’s profit-motives for broadcasting lies about the plaintiffs and the

Sandy Hook shooting, his intent to harm the plaintiffs through those lies, and his

culpable and malicious subjective intent are all established, and he is precluded from

offering evidence to the contrary, and that these findings and preclusions will become

permanent if Mr. Jones does not complete his deposition by April 15, 2022;3

C) That Mr. Jones is to pay conditional fines beginning at $25,000 per day and escalating

to $50,000 per day to the Clerk of the Superior Court until he completes his

deposition; and

D) That Mr. Jones is to be incarcerated until he sits for deposition4; and

E) That Mr. Jones is to pay to the plaintiffs’ fees and costs incurred in connection with

the deposition that Mr. Jones failed to attend, including, but not limited to time

expended by plaintiffs’ counsel and staff in the preparation, arrangement and travel

to/from the deposition, lodging, transportation, and deposition costs associated with

the court reporter, videographer and venue; and

3 Mr. Jones’s deposition would cover a broad range of topics, of which subjective intent is the 
most important. Framing the exact wording of these findings and preclusions is beyond the scope 
of what can be accomplished under the time frame set for this brief, as is identifying all the 
findings and exclusions that would be necessary if he is not deposed. The plaintiffs reserve the 
right to supplement and develop these findings, both with supplemental briefing to support this 
Motion and at a later date, if Mr. Jones is not deposed. 
4 The plaintiffs recognize that this penalty would need to be enforced in Texas. Nonetheless, the 
Court should issue them. 
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F) That the plaintiffs are entitled to such scheduling accommodations as their counsel

may require due to the time wasted by Mr. Jones’s willful refusal to attend his

deposition, with the understanding that any such accommodations will not be reason

for Mr. Jones to seek an extension of the trial date; and

G) Any other measures the Court deems appropriate to coerce Mr. Jones’s attendance at

his deposition, or to remedy the prejudice to the plaintiffs.

I. WILLFUL REFUSAL TO COMPLY WITH COURT-ORDERED
DEPOSITION

Mr. Jones’s deposition was noticed to be taken in Austin, Texas on March 23 and March 

24. Ex. B, Jones 3/23/22-3/24/22 Dep. Notice.

Two days before his deposition was to commence, Mr. Jones’s counsel sought an 

emergency protective order to prevent the deposition, which the Court denied. DN 730.10. The 

claimed basis was that a physician had advised Mr. Jones he should not attend his deposition. 

DN 730, Def. 3/21/22 Am. Mot. for Protective Order at 1. At oral argument the day before Mr. 

Jones’s deposition, counsel stated that the physician directed Mr. Jones to stay at home pending 

the outcome of unspecified medical testing. E.g. DN 737, 3/22/22 Hrg. Tr. at 2:15-17. 

Confronted with Mr. Jones’s own broadcasts, Mr. Jones’s counsel then conceded that Mr. Jones 

was broadcasting live from his studio, which is not at his home, on both the day the emergency 

motion was filed and the day it was argued. DN 737, 3/22/22 Hrg. Tr. at 18:16-17 (conceding 

Mr. Jones was broadcasting on March 21); DN 733, Jones Defs.’ 3/23/22 Notice (conceding Mr. 

Jones was broadcasting on March 22 from the studio, which is not at his home). 

The Court denied the motion for protective order, and plaintiffs’ counsel appeared for 

deposition in Austin on March 23. Mr. Jones did not attend. Ex. C, 3/23/22 Dep. Tr. A. Jones – 
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Not Appearing at 6:21-24, 8:3-6 (Attorney Mattei, noting Mr. Jones’s absence; Attorney Pattis, 

indicating Mr. Jones “has no intention to appear here today”). 

At an emergency hearing held March 23, the Court ordered Mr. Jones to appear for his 

deposition March 24. Ex. A, 3/23/22 Hrg. Tr. at 30:26-27; 31:1-2 (“I am going to order [Mr. 

Jones] to appear for his deposition tomorrow ordered as a part of the official court file, so that 

order will be in writing and it’s also on the record now.”); DN 735, 3/23/22 Order. 

Mr. Jones renewed his motion for protective order, again asserting medical issues. The 

Court found that 

Mr. Jones has by all accounts broadcast live from his studio on Monday and 
Tuesday, in disregard of Dr. Marble’s purported instructions to stay home and 
rest. Additionally, plaintiffs’ counsel alleges that even today, Mr. Jones called 
into his show, speaking on the war in Ukraine, although the court has no evidence 
to confirm that. While the court has no details regarding Dr. Offutt’s background 
or qualifications, it appears both from Dr. Marble’s letter that the court reviewed 
yesterday in camera, and from Dr. Offutt’s letter today, that the medical issues, 
while potentially serious, are not currently serious enough to either require his 
hospitalization, or convince him to stop engaging in his broadcasts. Mr. Jones 
cannot unilaterally decide to continue to engage in his broadcasts, but refuse to 
participate in a deposition. The motion is denied. Of course, if, as Dr. Offutt 
indicates, he develops escalating symptoms such that he is hospitalized, that 
change in circumstance would excuse his attendance at the court ordered 
deposition.  

DN 744.10, 3/23/22 Order. 

Mr. Jones did not attend his March 24 deposition. Ex. D, 3/24/22 Dep. Tr. A. Jones – Not 

Appearing at 4:18-21, 6:24-25; 7:1-3 (Attorney Mattei, noting Mr. Jones’s absence; Attorney 

Pattis confirming Mr. Jones “will not be appearing here today”). 
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I. CIVIL CONTEMPT

“Where ... the dispute is between private litigants and the purpose for judicial 

intervention is remedial, then the contempt is civil, and any sanctions imposed by the judicial 

authority shall be coercive and nonpunitive, including fines, to ensure compliance and 

compensate the complainant for losses.” Prac. Bk. § 1-21A. 

“The court's authority to impose civil contempt penalties arises not from statutory 

provisions but from the common law. The penalties which may be imposed, therefore, arise from 

the inherent power of the court to coerce compliance with its orders. In Connecticut, the court 

has the authority in civil contempt to impose on the contemnor either incarceration or a fine or 

both.” Papa v. New Haven Federation of Teachers, 186 Conn. 725, 737-38 (1982); Financial 

Holdings, LLC v. Lyons, 129 Conn. App. 380, 385 (2011) (“Sanctions for civil contempt may be 

either a fine or imprisonment; the fine may be remedial or it may be the means of coercing 

compliance with the court's order and compensating the complainant for losses sustained.”) 

“Judicial sanctions in civil contempt proceedings may, in a proper case, be employed for 

either or both of two purposes: to coerce the defendant into compliance with the court's order and 

to compensate the complainant for losses sustained.” DeMartino v. Monroe Little League, 

Inc., 192 Conn. 271, 278-79 (1984). In civil contempt the [punishment] must be conditional and 

coercive and may not be absolute ... To effectuate the purpose of civil contempt, the contemnor 

should be able to obtain release from the sanction imposed by the court by compliance with the 

judicial decree.” Connolly v. Connolly, 191 Conn. 468, 482 (1983). It is important that the 

contempt order clearly define how the contemnor may purge the contempt: “[I]n 

civil contempt proceedings, the contemnor must be in a position to purge himself.” 
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Mays v. Mays, 193 Conn. 261, 266 (1984). Thus a coercive penalty imposed under the contempt 

power should “specify” what the contemnor “must do in order to purge himself of the contempt.” 

Id. 

“The evaluation of civil contempt penalties depends to a great extent on whether 

the penalties are considered at the time they are first conditionally imposed for the purpose of 

coercing compliance or are considered after the contempt has been purged and the penalties are 

finalized.” Papa, 186 Conn. at 737-38. “When the penalties are first imposed, the propriety of 

the court's exercise of its discretion turns on the reasonableness of the amount of the coercion 

that the court deems necessary, keeping in mind the court's ultimate power to reduce the 

penalties once the contempt has been purged.” Id.  

II. RELIEF REQUESTED

The Court must impose penalties to coerce Mr. Jones to attend and complete his 

deposition in Connecticut immediately, including findings of fact and exclusions of evidence, 

which will become permanent if Mr. Jones does not sit for deposition by April 15; escalating 

fines, which may be purged when Mr. Jones sits for deposition; and an order of incarceration or 

capias. It is appropriate to impose these penalties simultaneously, see Papa, 186 Conn. at 738 

(trial court did not abuse its discretion in ordering simultaneous incarceration and fines), and the 

circumstances warrant doing so here.5  

5 While affirming simultaneous incarceration and fines in Papa, the Supreme Court observed that 
“it may be a better practice … for the court to impose civil contempt penalties in increasingly 
harsh stages so as to increase the pressure on the contemnor.” Id. Given how little time is left for 
fact discovery in the scheduling order, and Mr. Jones’s clear intent to delay trial as long as 
possible, simultaneous penalties are necessary and appropriate here. 
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The plaintiffs also request fees and costs incurred for travel expenses wasted and time 

lost due to Mr. Jones’s non-appearance, such scheduling accommodations as their counsel may 

require due to the time wasted by Mr. Jones’s willful refusal to attend his deposition, and any 

other penalties or relief that the Court deems appropriate. 

A. FINDING OF CIVIL CONTEMPT

Civil contempt is proven by clear and convincing evidence. Brody v. Brody, 315 Conn. 

300, 319 (2015). Mr. Jones’s contempt of court is proven well beyond that standard. The Court 

gave notice that failure to attend the March 24 deposition would result in a finding of contempt. 

Ex. A, 3/23/22 Hrg. Tr. at 30:26-27; 31:1-2; DN 735, 3/23/22 Order. Mr. Jones did not attend the 

deposition. Ex. D, 3/24/22 Dep. Tr. A. Jones – Not Appearing at 4:18-21, 6:24-25; 7:1-3. Mr. 

Jones is in contempt of court, and the Court should so find. The Court should further order that 

the contempt may be purged when Mr. Jones has completed his deposition, to be held at the 

offices of Koskoff, Koskoff & Bieder PC, 350 Fairfield Ave., Bridgeport, Connecticut. 

B. FINDINGS OF ESTABLISHED FACTS AND PRECLUSIONS OF
EVIDENCE, WHICH WILL BECOME FINAL IF MR. JONES DOES NOT
COMPLETE HIS DEPOSITION BY APRIL 15, 2022

In order to coerce Mr. Jones to attend his deposition, the Court should issue an order 

alerting Mr. Jones that it will order certain facts established and exclude certain evidence, and 

that these orders and will become permanent if Mr. Jones does not appear for deposition by April 

15 at the offices of Koskoff, Koskoff & Bieder in Bridgeport, Connecticut.6  

6 Although we had previously accommodated Mr. Jones by agreeing to hold his deposition in 
Texas, he used that accommodation to waste counsel’s time to his own advantage. If Mr. Jones is 
allowed to be deposed in Austin, there is nothing to stop him from doing that again – and 
absolutely no reason to believe any representation he may make to the contrary. Mr. Jones must 
be compelled to come to Connecticut for deposition. See Sansone v. Haselden, 1990 WL 271143 
(Conn. Super. Ct. Apr. 18, 1990) (Berdon, J.) (court may exercise its discretion to order an out-
of-state defendant to appear in Connecticut); Antonios v. Farmers Ins., No. 117917, 1996 WL 
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Practice Book § 13-14, subsections (3) and (4) provide for the establishment of facts and 

the exclusion of evidence when a defendant engages in discovery misconduct: 

(3) The entry of an order that the matters regarding which the discovery was sought or
other designated facts shall be taken to be established for the purposes of the action in
accordance with the claim of the party obtaining the order;
(4) The entry of an order prohibiting the party who has failed to comply from introducing
designated matters in evidence…. 

Prac. Bk. § 13-14. 

If Mr. Jones does not sit for deposition, it will be necessary for the Court to find multiple 

facts established and to preclude Mr. Jones from offering a range of evidence. The most 

significant directed factual findings will concern Mr. Jones’ subjective intent, including his 

motives for broadcasting lies about the plaintiffs and the Sandy Hook shooting, his intent to harm 

the targets of those lies, and his malicious subjective intent.7 The Court would be required to 

concurrently preclude Mr. Jones from offering evidence contradicting those findings.  

Ensuring these directed factual findings are appropriately framed will take more time 

than the Court has allotted under this briefing schedule, both because these findings and 

exclusions will be a dominant feature of the hearing in damages, if they become permanent, and 

because of the range of issues Mr Jones’s deposition proposed to cover. The plaintiffs will 

92207 (Conn. Super. Ct. Feb. 15, 1996) (Pellegrino, J.); Prac. Bk. § 13-29(c)(2) (non-resident 
defendant “may be compelled” to give a deposition “at any place within thirty miles of the 
defendant's residence or within the county of his or her residence or at such other place as is 
fixed by order of the judicial authority.”) (emphasis supplied). For the Court’s convenience, 
unpublished Superior Court cases are attached in alphabetical order as Exhibit E. 

7 The imposition of such sanctions – which would effectively direct findings on punitive 
damages for the plaintiffs – is not what the plaintiffs want. What the plaintiffs want is for a jury 
to hear Mr. Jones’s testimony and make its own determination of that issue, and for the Court 
then to make its own punitives findings based on that evidence. Nonetheless, such sanctions are 
the only path open to the plaintiffs and the Court at this point. 
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supplement this Motion with proposed findings of established fact, reserving the right to seek 

further findings of established fact as may be necessary. The plaintiffs request that the Court 

order those facts established and related evidence precluded, such order to be vacated if Mr. 

Jones purges his contempt by April 15.8 

C. ESCALATING FINE

The plaintiffs request that the Court order a conditional fine, to be paid to the court 

clerks’ office. The fine should increase as time passes. The plaintiffs request that the fine be set 

at $25,000 per day, beginning two days after the issuance of the Court’s order on this Motion, 

and continuing for seven days thereafter; then escalating to $50,000 per day. The fine would be 

due every day until Mr. Jones completes his deposition, except that it should be suspended on the 

dates Mr. Jones is being deposed. As this fine is conditional, some or all of these amounts could 

be returned to Mr. Jones once he completes his deposition.9 

For a coercive fine such as this, the consideration that informs the Court's exercise of its 

discretion is “the reasonableness of the amount of the coercion that the court deems necessary, 

keeping in mind the court's ultimate power to reduce the penalties once the contempt has been 

purged.” Papa v. New Haven Federation of Teachers, 186 Conn. 725, 738 (1982). Applied to the 

8 For an example of a case entering a conditional directed finding, see Martucci v. Martucci, 
2011 WL 590736, at *5-6 (Conn. Super. Jan. 20, 2001) (Tierney, J.) (where defendant refused to 
provide tax returns, finding that the defendant’s annual income was $896,835 and this amount 
would be “used by this court and future courts as the defendant's current annual income for all 
purposes,” but that this order could be modified if the defendant produced the returns as ordered 
within a short time frame). 
9 An example of a case applying a graduated conditional fine, such as the one described above, is 
Abandoned Angels Cocker Spaniel Rescue, Inc. v. Baity, 2020 WL 6121354, at *3 (Conn. Super. 
Sept. 21, 2021) (Krumeich, JTR) (ordering conditional fines to be increased over time as long as 
non-compliance continued). An example of a case imposing a significant fine is Papa v. New 
Haven Fed'n of Teachers, 186 Conn. 725, 729 (1982), in which a $5,000 per day fine was 
imposed. 
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circumstances presently before the Court, the test requires the imposition of heavy fines. Lesser 

amounts are unlikely to cause Mr. Jones to appear.  

The plaintiffs are also greatly prejudiced by every day that Mr. Jones delays his 

deposition – but the result he hopes for, a postponement of the trial date, would be equally 

prejudicial to the plaintiffs. For this reason, the initial fine amount should be substantial, should 

increase in significant increments, and should be required to be paid daily. 

D. CONDITIONAL ORDER OF INCARCERATION

“In Connecticut, the court has the authority in civil contempt to impose on the contemnor 

either incarceration or a fine or both.” Woodbury Knoll, LLC v. Shipman & Goodwin, LLP, 305 

Conn. 750, 766 n.12 (2012). “Sanctions for civil contempt may be … imprisonment.” Financial 

Holdings, LLC v. Lyons, 129 Conn. App. 380, 385 (2011). “[A] trial court has the power even 

to incarcerate contemnors in civil contempt cases until they purge themselves….” 

Martocchio v. Savoir, 130 Conn. App. 626, 631, cert. denied, 303 Conn. 901 (2011) (quoting 

Johnson v. Johnson, 111 Conn. App. 413, 427 (2008). The plaintiffs request that the Court order 

that Mr. Jones be taken into custody and incarcerated until his deposition is completed.  

It is the plaintiffs’ understanding that the Texas courts likely have the power to execute 

such an order. Tex. R. Civ. P. 201.2; In re Seavall, No. 03-13-00205-CV, 2013 WL 3013872, at 

*2 (Tex. App. June 11, 2013) (“[R]ule 201.2 authorizes Texas courts to enforce foreign

discovery orders.”); see also Ex parte Durham, 921 S.W.2d 482 (Tex. App. 1996) (Texas courts 

may hold a party in civil or criminal contempt for failure to comply with discovery orders.); Ex 

parte Barnett, 594 S.W.2d 805, 808 (Tex. Civ. App. 1980) (“there is no inherent or constitutional 

limitation on the power of a court to use its contempt power to enforce the orders of another 

court”); see, e.g. Guercia v. Guercia, 239 S.W.2d 169 (Tex. Civ. App. 1951) (under its equitable 

-
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powers, Texas court may use contempt to enforce order issued by Ohio court). Because the 

enforcement of such an order would take time, the plaintiffs request that the Court order 

incarceration in combination with other penalties. 

E. ADDITIONAL ORDERS NECESSARY TO REMEDY PREJUDICE TO THE
PLAINTIFFS

The plaintiffs further request that Mr. Jones is to pay to the plaintiffs’ fees and costs 

incurred in connection with the deposition that Mr. Jones failed to attend, including, but not 

limited to time expended by plaintiffs’ counsel and staff in the preparation, arrangement and 

travel to/from the deposition, lodging, transportation, and deposition costs associated with the 

court reporter, videographer and venue. The plaintiffs will compile these expenses and submit 

them to the Court as a supplemental filing. 

The plaintiffs are still determining what scheduling accommodations their counsel may 

require due to the time wasted by Mr. Jones’s willful refusal to attend his deposition. To the 

extent the plaintiffs require such accommodations, they should be granted without affording Mr. 

Jones any extension of the trial date. 

III. CONCLUSION

As our Supreme Court recognized in Rizzuto v. Davidson Ladders, Inc., 280 Conn. 225, 

239-41 (2006), sanctions are a poor substitute for evidence, and the plaintiff who is awarded

sanctions in lieu of evidence is often still prejudiced. See id. (stating that “most of [the 13-14] 

sanctions are of no use to a plaintiff who is unable to fulfill his or her burden of production as a 

result of a defendant's intentional spoliation of evidence”). There is no substitute for Mr. Jones’s 

testimony under oath. The plaintiffs request that the Court issue any and all orders reasonably 

likely to coerce Mr. Jones to attend his deposition, including all the orders outlined above and 

any additional orders that the Court deems appropriate. The plaintiffs further request that the 
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Court make all orders necessary to remedy the prejudice caused by Mr. Jones’s willful contempt. 

THE PLAINTIFFS, 

By: /s/ Alinor C. Sterling  
ALINOR C. STERLING 
CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI 
MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER 
350 FAIRFIELD AVENUE 
BRIDGEPORT, CT  06604 
asterling@koskoff.com 
cmattei@koskoff.com 
mblumenthal@koskoff.com 
Telephone:  (203) 336-4421 
Fax:  (203) 368-3244 
JURIS #32250 
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CERTIFICATION 

I certify that a copy of the above was or will immediately be mailed or delivered 

electronically or nonelectronically on this date to all counsel and self-represented parties of 

record and that written consent for electronic delivery was received from all counsel and self-

represented parties of record who were or will immediately be electronically served.  

For Alex Emric Jones, Infowars, LLC, Free Speech Systems, LLC, Infowars Health, LLC and 
Prison Planet TV, LLC: 
Norman A. Pattis, Esq. 
Cameron Atkinson, Esq.  
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
383 Orange Street, First Floor 
New Haven, CT 06511 
P: 203-393-3017 
npattis@pattisandsmith.com 
catkinson@pattisandsmith.com 

For Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 
Mario Kenneth Cerame, Esq. (via USPS) 
Brignole & Bush LLC 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT  06106 
P: 860-527-9973 

/s/ Alinor C. Sterling 
ALINOR C. STERLING 
CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI 
MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
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.

UWY-X06-CV18-6046436-S 
ERICA LAFFERTY, ET ALS., 
V. 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET ALS. 

UWY-X06-CV18-6046437-S 
WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL., 
v. 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET ALS. 

UWY-X06-CV18-6046438-S 
WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL., 
V. 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET ALS. 

SUPERIOR COURT 
COMPLEX LITIGATION 
AT WATERBURY, CONNECTICUT 

: MARCH 23, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 
COMPLEX LITIGATION 
AT WATERBURY, CONNECTICUT 
MARCH 23, 2022 

: SUPERIOR COURT 
: COMPLEX LITIGATION 

AT WATERBURY, CONNECTICUT 
MARCH 23, 2022 

BEFORE THE HONORABLE BARBARA N. BELLIS, JUDGE 

A P P E A R A N C E S 

Representing the Plaintiffs: 
ATTORNEY CHRISTOPHER MATTEI 
ATTORNEY MATTHEW BLUMENTHAL 
ATTORNEY ALINOR STERLING 
Koskoff Koskoff & Bieder 
350 Fairfield Avenue 
Bridgeport, CT 06604 

Representing the Defendants, Alex Emric Jones; Infowars, 
LLC; Free Speech Systems, LLC; Infowars Health, LLC; 
Prison Planet TV, LLC: 

ATTORNEY NORMAN PATTIS 
ATTORNEY CAMERON ATKINSON 
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
383 Orange Street, #1 
New Haven, CT 06511 

Representing the Defendants, Genesis Communications 
Network, Inc.: 

ATTORNEY MARIO CERAME 
Brignole, Bush & Lewis 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Recorded By: 
Jocelyne Greguoli 
Tran&cribed By: 
Jocelyne Greguoli 
Court Recording Monitor 
400 Grand Street 
Waterbury, Connecticut 06702 
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21 
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17 

evidence to evaluate . I -- I will say that in my 

opinion , I was deceived yesterday , not intentionally 

by Attorney Smith and I made that clear yesterday , 

but I was deceived by the evidence and the argument 

Mr . Jones made about his need not to go to the 

deposition because he was remaining at home under 

Court (sic) supervision and I will say that only 

because Attorney Mattei pointed out that he was -

that Mr . Jones was broadcasting live the day before 

the hearing and the day of the hearing , did that 

that was the only way it would have ever come to the 

Court ' s attention , which is why I asked Attorney 

Smith for clarification . 

So I simply cannot accept argument of counsel 

without credible , genuine , and reasonable proof and I 

don ' t have anything here . So are you looking for an 

opportunity to file , even ex parte , some medical 

record that you want the Court to consider? 

ATTY . PATTIS : Yes . And may -- May -- If I can 

address the candor issue , Judge? I didn ' t mean to 

distract you . I got a re -- report of how the thing 

went when I was between fliqhts last niqht and I 

don ' t think any lawyer wants to hear a suggestion 

that he or his partner were less than candid with the 

Court and Mr . Smith may have taken your words to 

heart . They were devastating to our firm and we 

began to evaluate whether we had conflicts because if 
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30 

anticipate ruling? 

THE COURT : I ' m going -- I ' m going -- I ' m going 

to talk to Mr . Ferraro about how we ' re going to do 

this . I ' m going to be reviewing everything at 3 : 30 

and as soon as I you know , no later than five , 

I ' ll either be reviewing an in-camera document or not 

and Mr . Ferraro hopefully , I haven ' t spoken to him 

about this yet , but hopefully he can process the 

orders remotely from home tonight and he has 

everyone ' s email so he can email everyone the order 

as well so that you ' ll -- listen , I don ' t know how 

much you ' ll be filing . If it ' s 60 pages and I have 

to do significant research , it ' s going to be much 

later tonight , but if it ' s not that complicated an 

issue and the briefing isn ' t that tricky , then you ' ll 

get something earlier . If , for example , Attorney 

Pattis tells Mr . Ferraro at 4 o ' clock I ' m not going 

to submit anything or he has already submitted 

something by 4 o ' clock , I may very well by 4 : 15 be 

able to enter the orders and -- and Mr. Ferraro will 

email you and will also get those orders processed so 

thAy ' ll hA on the website . 

But I will say this : Because there is no other 

evidence -- proper evidence before me and because I 

don ' t need briefing on the issue of whether he should 

appear for his deposition , I am going tn orrlAr him to 

appear for his deposition tomorrow ordered as part of 
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the official court file, so that order will be in 

writing and it's also on the record now . And that 

31 

Of course , if there is evidence that's submitted that 

persuades the Court that it would be dangerous to his 

health for him to attend the deposition, then that 

order may change , but right now , absent any amendment 

to the order , he is ordered to produce himself for 

the deposition tomorrow . 

All right . Anything further from anyone at this 

point? 

ATTY. PATTIS: Nothing . 

ATTY. MATTEI : Nothing. Thank you . 

ATTY . CERAME: No , Your Honor . 

THE COURT : All right . Thank you . We're 

adjourned. 

(The matter concluded . ) 

* * * 
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UWY-X06-CV18-6046436-S SUPERIOR COURT 
ERICA LAFFERTY, ET ALS . , COMPLEX LITIGATION 
v. AT WATERBURY, CONNECTICUT 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET ALS. : MARCH 23, 2022 
UWY-X06-CV18-6046437-S : SUPERIOR COURT 
WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL., : COMPLEX LITIGATION 
v. AT WATERBURY, CONNECTICUT 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET ALS. : MARCH 23, 2022 
UWY-X06-CV18-6046438 - S : SUPERIOR COURT 
WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL., : COMPLEX LITIGATION 
v. ; AT WATERBURY, CONNECTICUT 
ALEX EMRIC JONES , ET ALS. : MARCH 23 , 2022 

C E R T I F I C A T I O N 

I hereby certify the foregoing pages are a true and 

correct t ranscription of the audio recording of t he above

referenced case , heard in Superior Court, Judicial District 

of Waterbury at Wat erbury, Connecti cut, before the Honorable 

Barbara N. Bellis , Judge, on the 23rd day of March, 2022 . 

Dated this 24th day of March, 2022 in Waterbury, 

Connecticut. 

Court Recording Monitor 
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436-S : SUPERIOR COURT 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL. : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL.  : MARCH 11, 2022 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046437-S : SUPERIOR COURT 

WILLIAM SHERLACH : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : MARCH 11, 2022 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438-S : SUPERIOR COURT 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL. : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

V. : AT WATERBURY 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : MARCH 11, 2022 

RE-NOTICE OF VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Plaintiffs in the above-captioned matter will take the 

videotaped deposition of ALEX EMRIC JONES on Wedsnday, March 23, 2022 at 10:00 a.m. 

Eastern Time (9:00 a.m. Central Time) and continuing to Thursday, March 24, 2022 and until 

such deposition is complete, to be held in the Tesla Fiber Room at the offices of fibercove, 1700 

South Lamar Boulevard, Suite 338, Austin, TX 78704, with remote videoconference available for 

participating counsel, before a notary public or other competent authority. The Plaintiffs also 

request that ALEX EMRIC JONES produce the items, documents, and information described in 

the Schedule A attached hereto. 
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THE PLAINTIFFS, 

By /s/ Christopher M. Mattei, Esq.  
CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI 
ALINOR C. STERLING 
MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER 
350 FAIRFIELD AVENUE 
BRIDGEPORT, CT  06604 
cmattei@koskoff.com  
asterling@koskoff.com  
mblumenthal@koskoff.com  
Telephone:  (203) 336-4421 
Fax:  (203) 368-3244 
JURIS #32250 
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CERTIFICATION 

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing has been emailed and/or mailed on this day 
to all counsel and pro se appearances as follows: 

For Alex Emric Jones, Infowars, LLC, Free Speech Systems, LLC, Infowars Health, LLC and 
Prison Planet TV, LLC: 
Norman A. Pattis, Esq. 
Cameron Atkinson, Esq. 
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
383 Orange Street, First Floor 
New Haven, CT  06511 
P:  203-393-3017 
npattis@pattisandsmith.com  
catkinson@pattisandsmith.com  

For Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 
Mario Kenneth Cerame, Esq.  
Brignole & Bush LLC 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT  06106 
P: 860-527-9973 
mcerame@brignole.com  

/s/ Christopher M. Mattei, Esq.      
CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI 
ALINOR C. STERLING 
MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
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Definitions 

Please be advised that these Requests for Production use and incorporate the definitions set 

forth in Conn. Practice Book § 13-1.  

In addition, for the purposes of these Requests for Production only, 

“Sandy Hook Shooting” is defined as: the shooting that took place at Sandy Hook 
Elementary School in the town of Newtown, Connecticut on December 14, 2012. 

“The plaintiffs in this lawsuit” is defined as: Jacqueline Barden, Mark Barden, 
Nicole Hockley, Ian Hockley, Francine Wheeler, David Wheeler, Jennifer Hensel, 
Jeremy Richman, Donna Soto, Carlee Soto-Parisi, Carlos M. Soto, Jillian Soto, 
Erica Lafferty, William Sherlach, and Robert Parker.  

“Sandy Hook Hoax Theory” is defined as: Any theory that the Sandy Hook 
Shooting did not happen as is generally accepted, including that it was a 
government conspiracy, scripted, included so-called “crisis actors,” that the Sandy 
Hook Victims did not die, and bases for such theories. 

“This Lawsuit” is defined as: Erica Lafferty, et al v. Alex Jones, et al,  UWY-
CV18-6046436-S; William Sherlach v. Alex Jones, et al,  UWY-CV18-6046437-S, 
and William Sherlach, et al v. Jones, et al, UWY-CV18-6046438-S.  

“The Texas Lawsuits” is defined as: Neil Heslin v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. 
D-1-GN-18-001835; Leonard Pozner and Veroniqe de la Rosa v. Alex E. Jones, et
al, Cause No. D-1-GN-18-001842; Scarlett Lewis v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No.
D-1-GN-18-006623, Marcel Fontaine v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-
18-001605; Brennan M. Gilmore v. Alexander E. Jones, et al., Case No. 18-00017
(D. W.Va.).

Unless otherwise specified, the time frame for these discovery requests is 

December 14, 2012 through and including March 23, 2022. 
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1. Any and all non-privileged documents and communications concerning any information

that the deponent relied upon and/or referenced in connection with any on-air statement he made 

concerning the Sandy Hook Shooting, the Sandy Hook Hoax Theory, and/or the plaintiffs in this 

lawsuit. 

a. Any and all  non-privileged documents and communications concerning the

source(s) of any such information. 

2. Any and all non-privileged communications to or from Wolfgang Halbig, including

letters, memoranda, emails, text messages, sms messages, instant messages sent and/or received 

over any social media platform, or other electronic communications; 

3. Any and all non-privileged communications to or from Daniel Bidondi, including letters,

memoranda, emails, text messages, sms messages, instant messages sent and/or received over any 

social media platform, or other electronic communications; 

4. Any and all non-privileged communications to or from Joseph Rogan, including letters,

memoranda, emails, text messages, sms messages, instant messages sent and/or received over any 

social media platform, or other electronic communications, concerning the Sandy Hook Shooting, 

the Sandy Hook Hoax Theory, the plaintiffs in this lawsuit, and/or any appearance by the deponent 

on the Joe Rogan Experience podcast. 

5. Any and all non-privileged communications to or from David Jones, Robert Dew,

Melinda Flores, Lydia Zapata-Hernandez, Anthony Gucciardi, Adan Salazar, Nico Acosta, 

Cristopher Daniels, Timothy Fruge, Blake Roddy, Louis Sertucche, Buckley Hamman, Michael 

Zimmerman and/or Owen Shroyer, including letters, memoranda, emails, text messages, sms 

messages, instant messages sent and/or received over any social media platform, or other electronic 

communications concerning this Lawsuit and/or the Texas Lawsuits. 
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6. Any and all contracts, memoranda of understanding, agreements, certificates of debt,

and/or notes concerning the relationship between any of the following entities: Free Speech 

Systems, LLC; PQPR Holdings Limited, LLC; JLJR Holdings, LLC; PLJR Holdings, LLC. 

7. Any and all contracts, memoranda of understanding and agreements between the

deponent and Youngevity International Corporation or any subsidiary thereof. 

8. For the period November 2016 through the present, any and all transcripts of any

program aired on Infowars.com, including closed captioning transcripts, in which the terms “Sandy 

Hook” or “Newtown” appear. 

9. Documents sufficient to identify every cellular telephone number utilized by you from

December 14, 2012 through February 23, 2022. 

10. Complete transaction histories, including, but not limited to, dates, amounts,

input/output addresses, fees, and transaction numbers, from any cryptocurrency excanges, 

investment firms, brokeratges, and/or cryptocurrency management software, including virtual 

wallet software, mobill applications, desktop applications, and/or web-based systems. 

11. Records of deposits of cryptocurrency into fiat currency, including, but not limited to,

method of exchange, location of exchange, dates, amounts, and input/output addresses, transaction 

numbers, and fees paid. 
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436-S  : SUPERIOR COURT

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL.  : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET

V.  :  AT WATERBURY

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL   :

_____________________________________________________

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046437-S  : SUPERIOR COURT

WILLIAM SHERLACH  : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET

V.  :  AT WATERBURY

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL   :

______________________________________________________

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438-S  : SUPERIOR COURT

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL.  : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET

V.  :  AT WATERBURY

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL   :

-----------------------------------
CERTIFICATE OF NONAPPEARANCE

 FOR THE ORAL DEPOSITION OF ALEX EMRIC JONES
 MARCH 23, 2022

 ------------------------------------

 I, Gabriela Silva, Certified Shorthand Reporter in
and for the State of Texas, certify:

 That I appeared at Homewood Suites by Hilton Austin
South, 4143 Governor's Row, Board Room, Austin, Texas on
the 23rd day of March, 2022, to report the oral
deposition of ALEX EMRIC JONES, pursuant to the attached
Memorandum, scheduled for 9:00 a.m.

 That at 9:03 a.m., the witness was not present.
Present for the deposition in-person were CHRISTOPHER M.
MATTEI, MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL, and via Zoom were ALINOR
C. STERLING and COLIN ANTAYA, Attorneys for Plaintiffs;
NORMAN PATTIS, Attorney for Defendants; and via Zoom,
MARIO KENNETH CERAME, Attorney for Genesis
Communications Network, Inc.
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1 A P P E A R A N C E S:

2

3 ATTORNEYS FOR THE PLAINTIFFS:
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER, PC

4 350 Fairfield Avenue, Suite 501
Bridgeport, CT 06604

5 Tel:  203-336-4421
E-mail:  asterling@koskoff.com

6  cmattei@koskoff.com
 mblumenthal@koskoff.com

7 CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI, ESQ.
ALINOR C. STERLING, ESQ. (Appearing remotely)

8 MATT BLUMENTHAL, ESQ.
COLIN ANTAYA, ESQ. (Appearing remotely)

9

10 ATTORNEYS FOR THE DEFENDANTS:
FOR ALEX EMRIC JONES, INFOWARS, LLC, FREE SPEECH

11 SYSTEMS, LLC, INFOWARS HEALTH, LLC and PRISON
PLANET TV, LLC:

12 PATTIS & SMITH, LLC
383 Orange Street, First Floor

13 New Haven, CT 06511
Tel:  203-393-3017

14 E-mail:  npattis@pattisandsmith.com
NORMAN A. PATTIS, ESQ.

15

16

17 FOR GENESIS COMMUNICATIONS NETWORK, INC.:
BRIGNOLE, BUSH & LEWIS

18 73 Wadsworth Street
Hartford, CT 06106

19 Tel:  860-527-9973
E-mail:  mcerame@brignole.com

20
MARIO CERAME, ESQ. (Appearing remotely)

21

22

23

24

25
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1 motion -- an objection to the request for production

2 which Judge Bellis overruled except as to the last two

3 items in Schedule A.

4  Earlier this week, Mr. Jones filed a Motion

5 for a Protective Order seeking permission from the Court

6 not to appear for his deposition.  That Motion for

7 Protective Order was opposed by my office by written

8 memorandum and Judge Bellis held a hearing on the Motion

9 for Protective Order yesterday at which time she granted

10 Mr. Jones' request to submit a ex parte for in-camera

11 review a letter purporting to be from a physician.

12  Judge Bellis reviewed that letter and

13 concluded that there was no credible evidence that was

14 submitted by Mr. Jones upon which she could find that he

15 had met his burden for the issuance of a protective

16 order and ordered Mr. Jones to appear here for a

17 deposition this morning.  I confirmed with Counsel

18 yesterday the time and location of the deposition.  I

19 had conversation with Counsel last night and then this

20 morning.

21  I am informed by Counsel that Mr. Jones does

22 not intend to appear for his deposition today, and I'll

23 let Counsel put on the record anything he sees fit to

24 put on.  My intention is for us to remain on the record

25 and -- at least for a reasonable period of time in the
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1 becomes necessary or seeks counsel himself, I can't say.

2  That's not my place to advise him.  But as

3 to remaining here, I'll remain as long as Attorney

4 Mattei likes, but I think it is abundantly clear to me

5 that Mr. Jones has no intention to appear here today

6 regardless of how long we sit.

7 MR. MATTEI:  Attorney Cerame, is there

8 anything you'd like to add at this point?

9  MR. CERAME:  Sorry.  Did you say Cerame?  It

10 sounded a little blocked.

11 MR. MATTEI:  Mario, yes.  Attorney Cerame?

12 MR. CERAME:  Yes.  I mean, as much as I know

13 me as and as much as I think was yesterday where I think

14 Chris looked at the streaming -- I could see, but I

15 imagine it was prerecorded.  Recorded -- imagine --

16 that's all I wanted to add.

17 COURT REPORTER:  I can't hear him at all.

18  MR. MATTEI:  Yeah.  I -- the court reporter,

19 Attorney Cerame, was having difficulty hearing you.  Let

20 me see if I can summarize what you said and you can tell

21 me whether it was accurate or not.

22  I believe what Attorney Cerame indicated was

23 that he reviewed some of what he believes to have been

24 the footage from Mr. Jones' show yesterday and was

25 relaying that at least some of it was prerecorded.  Is
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1 CERTIFICATE

2

3

4  I further certify that I am neither employed nor

5 related to any attorney or party in this matter and have

6 no interest, financial or otherwise, in its outcome.

7  The cost of the Certificate of Nonappearance is

8 $___________.

9

10  Given under my hand and seal of office on this 23rd

11 day of March, 2022.

12

13 _____________________________

14 Gabriela S. Silva, Texas CSR, RPR, CRR, RMR

15 Expiration Date:  01-31-23

16 U.S. Legal Support

17 Firm Registration No.:  342

18 363 North Sam Houston Parkway E

19 Suite 1200

20 Houston, Texas 77060

21 (361) 883-1716

22

23

24

25

~ r 
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436-S  : SUPERIOR COURT

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL. : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET

V.  :  AT WATERBURY

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL

_____________________________________________________

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046437-S  : SUPERIOR COURT

WILLIAM SHERLACH : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET

V.  :  AT WATERBURY

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL

______________________________________________________

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438-S  : SUPERIOR COURT

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL. : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET

V.  :  AT WATERBURY

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL

-----------------------------------
CERTIFICATE OF NONAPPEARANCE

 FOR THE ORAL DEPOSITION OF ALEX EMRIC JONES
 MARCH 24, 2022

 ------------------------------------

 I, Gabriela Silva, Certified Shorthand Reporter in
and for the State of Texas, certify:

 That I appeared at Homewood Suites by Hilton Austin
South, 4143 Governor's Row, Board Room, Austin, Texas on
the 24th day of March, 2022, to report the oral
deposition of ALEX EMRIC JONES, pursuant to the attached
Memorandum, scheduled for 9:00 a.m.

 That at 9:01 a.m., the witness was not present.
Present for the deposition in-person were CHRISTOPHER M.
MATTEI, MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL, Attorneys for Plaintiffs;
NORMAN PATTIS, Attorney for Defendants; and via Zoom,
MARIO KENNETH CERAME, Attorney for Genesis
Communications Network, Inc.
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1 A P P E A R A N C E S:

2

3 ATTORNEYS FOR THE PLAINTIFFS:
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER, PC

4 350 Fairfield Avenue, Suite 501
Bridgeport, CT 06604

5 Tel:  203-336-4421
E-mail:  mblumenthal@koskoff.com

6  cmattei@koskoff.com

7 CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI, ESQ.
MATT BLUMENTHAL, ESQ.

8

9 ATTORNEYS FOR THE DEFENDANTS:
FOR ALEX EMRIC JONES, INFOWARS, LLC, FREE SPEECH

10 SYSTEMS, LLC, INFOWARS HEALTH, LLC and PRISON
PLANET TV, LLC:

11 PATTIS & SMITH, LLC
383 Orange Street, First Floor

12 New Haven, CT 06511
Tel:  203-393-3017

13 E-mail:  npattis@pattisandsmith.com
NORMAN A. PATTIS, ESQ.

14

15

16 FOR GENESIS COMMUNICATIONS NETWORK, INC.:
BRIGNOLE, BUSH & LEWIS

17 73 Wadsworth Street
Hartford, CT 06106

18 Tel:  860-527-9973
E-mail:  mcerame@brignole.com

19

20 MARIO CERAME, ESQ. (Appearing remotely)

21

22

23

24

25

App. 247
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1

2

3  P R O C E E D I N G S

4  (On the record at 9:01 a.m.)

5  MR. MATTEI:  This is Chris Mattei on behalf of

6 the plaintiffs in the matter of Lafferty, et al and the

7 companion cases against Alex Jones and additional

8 defendants.  We're here on Friday (sic), March 24th.

9 MR. PATTIS:  Thursday.

10 MR. MATTEI:  I'm sorry, Thursday, thank you,

11 March 24th.  It's 9:02 a.m. Central for the deposition

12 of Alex Jones.  Mr. Jones was originally scheduled to

13 appear yesterday.  He did not appear.  Mr. Jones

14 subsequently filed an amended Motion for Protective

15 Order seeking to be excused from his appearance here

16 today.

17  The Court denied that motion at docket

18 744.10 yesterday evening.  So we are gathered here for

19 Mr. Jones' deposition.  He has not appeared yet again.

20 I understand from Attorney Pattis, who will make remarks

21 after me, that Mr. Jones is not going to appear today.

22 And so after Attorney Pattis makes any comments he

23 wishes to make, Attorney Cerame makes any comments he

24 wishes to make I don't think that we'll need to stay as

25 we did yesterday to see if he arrives, but I'll attest
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1  are pending to assess his status.  And I redacted the

2  type of status that is.

3        I have asked him to avoid too much stress

4  until we get the results from the blood tests this

5  morning.  I also gave him ER precautions if he develops

6  escalating systems.  And then the doctor concludes, As a

7  result of these findings, I am advising him not to

8  attend court proceedings for now.

9        You know, I -- it's my understanding that

10  pending the results of these certain tests, he may or

11  may not be hospitalized today, but Mr. Jones is not --

12  is mindful of the Court's order, but feels very much in

13  the position of -- and taking by that name, he's got

14  conflicting imperatives and he's choosing to adhere to

15  the voice of his physician who has his physical welfare,

16  health and life in her hands.

17        So I offer plaintiff's exhibit -- or excuse

18  me -- Defendants' Exhibit 1, the affidavit of Dr.

19  Benjamin Marble who we discussed in our pleadings

20  yesterday and Jones Exhibit Number 2, the letter

21  notarized from Dr. Amy Offutt as exhibits to this

22  deposition.

23       (Exhibit Numbers 1 and 2 were marked.)

24       MR. PATTIS:  And I can confirm after speaking

25  with Mr. Jones moments before we went on the record that
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1 he will not be appearing here today.  And I join Mr.

2 Mattei in closing -- in the request to close the

3 deposition on futility grounds.

4 MR. MATTEI:  Attorney Cerame?

5 MR. CERAME:  I have nothing more to offer.

6 MR. MATTEI:  Okay.  I would just ask that

7 Attorney Pattis and I, prior to going on the record, had

8 a conversation about scheduling in this case of

9 additional depositions.  We had anticipated after the

10 deposition of Brittany Paz, the need for a short

11 extension of the fact discovery deadline in order to

12 accommodate the remainder of her deposition along with

13 the depositions that had previously been kept open, Owen

14 Shroyer, Kit Daniels and Josh Owens.

15  In light of the circumstances surrounding

16 Mr. Jones' deposition, from the plaintiff's perspective

17 at least, additional time will be required to secure his

18 testimony or at least for us to attempt to secure his

19 testimony.  And in addition, Rob Dew, who had agreed

20 through Counsel to appear for deposition tomorrow, has

21 been, as I understand it, in conversation with Counsel,

22 for a new date in light of the inability of the

23 plaintiffs to take Mr. Jones' deposition this week,

24 which is a circumstance we were counting on at the time

25 we had agreed to take Mr. Dew's deposition tomorrow.
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5 related to any attorney or party in this matter and have
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UNPUBLISHED OPINION. CHECK
COURT RULES BEFORE CITING.

Superior Court of Connecticut,
Judicial District of Stamford-Norwalk at Stamford.

ABANDONED ANGELS COCKER
SPANIEL RESCUE, INC.

v.
Cheryl BAITY

FSTCV195021251S
|

September 21, 2020

Opinion

Krumeich, J.T.R.

*1  Abandoned Cocker Spaniel Rescue, Inc. has moved
to hold Cheryl Baity (“Baity”) in contempt for failure to
turn over the subject dog named Lambsy pursuant to Judge
Tobin's judgment of replevin filed on December 12, 2019
that “defendant is ordered to return Lambsy to the plaintiff
within thirty days ...” Baity appealed and moved to stay the
order pending appeal. Plaintiff moved to terminate the stay
of execution. By order filed on March 6, 2020, Judge Tobin

terminated the stay of execution.1 Baity has failed to return
Lambsy to plaintiff.

In Town of Wethersfield v. PR Arrow, LLC, 187 Conn.App.
604, 652 (2019), the Appellate Court recently reaffirmed
the factors a court must consider in finding a party in civil
contempt:

“The court has an array of tools available to it to enforce
its orders, the most prominent being its contempt power: ...
Our law recognizes two broad types of contempt: criminal
and civil ... Civil contempt ... is not punitive in nature
but intended to coerce future compliance with a court
order, and the contemnor should be able to obtain release
from the sanction imposed by the court by compliance
with the judicial decree ... A civil contempt finding thus
permits the court to coerce compliance by imposing a
conditional penalty, often in the form of a fine or period

of imprisonment, to be lifted if the noncompliant party
chooses to obey the court.”

“To impose contempt penalties ... the trial court must make
a contempt finding, and this requires the court to find that
the offending party willfully violated the court's order;
failure to comply with an order, alone, will not support
a finding of contempt ... Rather, to constitute contempt,
a party's conduct must be willful ... Whether a party's
violation was willful depends on the circumstances of
the particular case and, ultimately, is a factual question
committed to the sound discretion of the trial court ...
Without a finding of willfulness, a trial court cannot
find contempt and, it follows, cannot impose contempt
penalties.” (Citations omitted.)

The Supreme Court in Puff v. Puff, 334 Conn. 341, 364-65
(2020), recently reiterated the shifting burdens imposed on
the parties in a contempt proceeding based on disobedience
of a court order:

“Contempt is a disobedience to the rules and orders of a
court which has power to punish for such an offense.” ...
(“[c]ourts have inherent power to coerce compliance
-with their orders through appropriate sanctions for
contemptuous disobedience of them”). The present case
involves allegations of indirect civic contempt. “A refusal
to comply with an injunctive decree is an indirect contempt
of court because it occurs outside the presence of the trial
court.” ...

“[C]ivil contempt is committed when a person violates an
order of court which requires that person in specific and
definite language to do or refrain from doing an act or
series of acts.” ... (civil contempt may be founded only on
clear and unambiguous court order). In part because the
contempt remedy is

*2  “particularly harsh” ... “such punishment should not
rest upon implication or conjecture, [and] the language
[of the court order] declaring ... rights should be clear, or
imposing burdens [should be] specific and unequivocal, so
that the parties may not be misled thereby.” ...

To constitute contempt, it is not enough that a party
has merely violated a court order; the violation must be
willful ... “The inability of a party to obey an order of the
court; without fault on his part, is a good defense to the
charge of contempt ...”
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It is the burden of the party seeking an order of contempt
to prove, by clear and convincing evidence, both a clear
and unambiguous directive to the alleged contemnor and
the alleged contemnor's willful noncompliance with that
directive ... If the moving party establishes this twofold
prima facie case, the burden of production shifts to the
alleged contemnor to provide evidence in support of the
defense of an inability to comply with the court order.
(Citations omitted.)

“A good faith dispute or legitimate misunderstanding about
the mandates of an order may well preclude a finding of
willfulness.” Chang v. Chang, 197 Conn.App. 733, 737
(2020), quoting Hall v. Hall, 182 Conn.App. 736, 747 (2018)
aff'd 2020 WL 1856087 *8 (2020). The replevin order here
was crystal clear: Baity was required to return Lambsy within
the designated period. Baity's efforts to stave off execution of
the judgment by a motion to stay the order and for various
continuances and postjudgment motions were unavailing.
Plaintiff has proven by clear and convincing evidence that the
replevin order was unambiguous and Baity's failure to obey
was a willful violation of the order.

The burden shifted to Baity to produce evidence in support
of her defense of inability to comply with the court order.
“The inability of the defendant to obey an order of the court,
without fault on his part, is a good defense to a charge
of contempt.” Tobey v. Tobey, 165 Conn. 742, 746 (1974).
Baity has presented insufficient evidence of her inability to
comply with the replevin order. See Johnson v. Johnson,
111 Conn.App. 413, 421-22 (2008). The Court does not find
credible Baity's testimony that she is unable to return the dog
because her mother has bonded with Lambsy but rather finds
that keeping Lambsy in New Hampshire is part of Baity's
strategy to evade the jurisdiction of this Court to decide
replevin of the subject dog and that Baity is at fault for
creating the situation she now claims renders her unable to

return the dog.2 Based on the credible evidence presented at
the hearing the Court finds that Baity parked Lambsy at her
mother's house in New Hampshire as a temporary expedient
at the onset of this litigation because of adverse publicity
relating to this case and community outrage; Baity later kept

the dog there after losing the trial during the pendency of the
appeal as a strategy to avoid compliance with the replevin

order.3 “A party to a court proceeding must obey the court's
orders unless and until they are modified or rescinded, and
may not engage in ‘self-help’ by disobeying a court order
to achieve the party's desired end.” Hall, 2020 WL 1856087
*8. “Disagreement with a court does not justify disobeying
its orders. If it did, savvy litigants would immediately ignore
the courts en masse and the wheels of justice would screech
to a halt. ‘An order of the court must be obeyed until it has
been modified or successfully challenged.’ ” Christophersen
v. Christophersen, 2014 WL 1814190 *3 (Conn.Super. 2014)
(Gilardi, J.), quoting Fox v. Fox, 147 Conn.App. 44, 49

(2013).4 Replevin orders under C.G.S. § 52-515 that are
violated willfully, as here, appropriately may be enforced by
a contempt order designed to coerce compliance. Id.

*3  Having found Baity in contempt for willful failure to
obey the replevin order, the Court must now determine the
sanction to impose. “Judicial sanctions in civil contempt
proceedings may, in a proper case, be employed for either or
both of two purposes: to coerce the defendant into compliance
with the court's order, and to compensate the complainant
for losses sustained.” DeMartino v. Monroe Little League,
192 Conn. 271, 278 (1984) (citation omitted). Plaintiff has
not requested compensation and has not submitted evidence
of actual loss necessary to obtain a compensatory sanction.
See e.g., Welsh v. Martinez, 191 Conn.App. 862, 880-81

(2019).5 The Court therefore will impose a fine of fifteen
dollars ($15.00) per day payable to the court clerk's office
commencing on the thirtieth day after entry of this order to
coerce compliance with the replevin order. If Baity has not
complied with the replevin order and for so long as Baity
remains non-compliant, on the 90th day after entry of this
order the fine will increase to twenty-five dollars ($25.00) per
day and on the 120th day will increase to fifty ($50.00) per
day.

All Citations

Not Reported in Atl. Rptr., 2020 WL 6121354

Footnotes
1 In terminating the stay Judge Tobin observed: “defendant's course of action throughout this [case] has shown a pattern

that is one of delay.”
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2 The Court rejects Baity's argument that it lacks jurisdiction over Baity because the dog resides in New Hampshire. The
Court has jurisdiction over Baity to enforce its orders. See CFM of Connecticut Inc. v. Chowdhury, 239 Conn. 375, 384
(1996).

3 That Lambsy may be leading an idyllic life in New Hampshire with Baity's mother and two other dogs is irrelevant to this
proceeding. Compare, Angave v. Oates, 90 Conn.App. 427, 430 n.3 (2005); Animals R Family, Inc. v. Sunrise Assisted
Living of Stamford, 2019 WL 3526443 *2 (Conn.Sup. 2019) [68 Conn. L. Rptr. 827] (Kavanewsky, J.).

4 A contempt motion is not an occasion to re-litigate the underlying order. See Trufano v. Trufano, 18 Conn.App. 119, 124
(1989) (“[a] contempt proceeding does not open to reconsideration the legal or factual basis of the order alleged to have
been disobeyed and thus become a retrial of the original controversy”).

5 Plaintiff indicated in its brief it may seek counsel fees in the future if Baity continues to be noncompliant with the replevin
order.

End of Document © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.
Government Works.
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1996 WL 92207

UNPUBLISHED OPINION. CHECK COURT RULES
BEFORE CITING.

Superior Court of Connecticut.

Mark ANTONIOS
v.

FARMERS INSURANCE.

No. 117917.
|

Feb. 15, 1996.

MEMORADUM OF DECISION

PELLEGRINO, Judge.

*1  Judge (with first initial, no space for Sullivan, Dorsey,
and Walsh): Pellegrino

Opinion Title:MEMORANDUM OF DECISION RE:
MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER (# 124)

On November 15, 1993, the plaintiff, Mark Antonios, filed
a single count complaint against the defendant, Farmers
Insurance Exchange, seeking uninsured motorist benefits for
damages allegedly sustained as a result of an automobile
accident that occurred in the state of California. The
complaint alleges that the terms of the policy issued by the
defendant provide for arbitration of uninsured motorist claims
in the county and state of residence of the insured. The
complaint further alleges that a demand was made against the
defendant and that it has refused to compensate the plaintiff.
The plaintiff seeks money damages and an order compelling
the defendant to submit to arbitration.

On January 25, 1995, the defendant filed a motion for
summary judgment, accompanied by the affidavit of its
senior claims representative, Carol L. Nelson. Thereafter, the
plaintiff served Nelson with a notice of deposition which
directed the defendant to appear in Waterbury for deposition.
On July 27, 1994, the defendant filed the operative motion
seeking an order that the deposition instead occur in Dublin,
Ohio, the state and county of its residence. In response, the
plaintiff filed an objection and motion to compel deposition.

On August 8, 1995, this court denied the motion for protective
order.

On August 21, 1995, the defendant filed a motion to reargue
the motion for protective order. The court granted the motion
on August 30, 1995, and oral argument was heard on October
30, 1995.

“Any party may be compelled by notice to give a deposition.”
Pavlinko v. YaleNew Haven Hospital, 192 Conn. 138, 143,
470 A.2d 246 (1984); Practice Book § 246. Practice Book
§ 246 also describes the various locations where depositions
may be held and provides in relevant part:
(c) A defendant who is not a resident of this state may be
compelled: ...

(2) By notice under Sec. 244(a) to give a deposition at any
place within 30 miles of the defendant's residence or within
the county of his residence or in such other place as is fixed
by order of the court ...

(e) In this section, the terms “plaintiff” and “defendant”
include officers, directors and managing agents of corporate
plaintiffs and corporate defendants or other persons
designated under Sec 244(g) as appropriate ...

(Emphasis added.) At the same time, Practice Book § 221
provides in relevant part that “upon motion by a party from
whom discovery is sought, and for good cause shown, the
court may make any order which justice requires to protect a
party from annoyance, embarrassment, oppression, or undue
burden or expense ...” “In ruling on a protective order, the
court has discretion.” Gomes v. Judd & Puffer, Superior Court,
judicial district of Waterbury, Docket No. 75024 (November
26, 1986) (O'Brien, J., 2 CSCR 64).

*2  Although “a nonresident defendant may usually insist
that his deposition be taken only where he resides or
does business, these rules have sometimes been relaxed to
accommodate special circumstances of the parties.” Kostek
v. 477 Corp., 30 Conn.Sup. 334, 336, 316 A.2d 423 (1974).
“No hard rule should be set down to govern when the court
should exercise its discretion to order an out-ofstate defendant
to appear in Connecticut or some other place not specifically
provided for in 246(c) for a deposition. The court in exercising
its discretion must do so in a manner which accommodates the
special circumstances of each case.” Sassone v. Hasseldon,
Superior Court, judicial district of New Haven at New Haven,
Docket No. 291167 (April 18, 1990) (Berdon, J., 1 Conn.
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L. Rptr. 520). In Sassone, the court offered the following
analytical framework:
Some of the factors [the court] should consider are the
financial circumstances of the parties, whether the plaintiff
seeking to take the deposition of the out-of-state defendant
offers to pay his or her travel and living expenses, whether the
defendant was personally served in Connecticut with the writ
and complaint while he or she was a resident and thereafter
voluntarily moved out of Connecticut, the hardship that travel
may impose on a party, the availability of counsel being
able to promptly resolve disputes which require a judicial
determination if the deposition is taken in the forum, the
effectiveness of obtaining the discovery through other means
such as written interrogatories or the taking of the defendant's
deposition in Connecticut at the commencement of trial, and
such other considerations.

Id.

In Gomes v. Judd & Puffer, supra, the defendant insurance
company moved for a protective order to prevent the plaintiff
from requiring its claims adjustor to travel to Connecticut
for a deposition. The court, first noting its discretion in the
matter, concluded that the status of the deponent as a claims
adjustor for the defendant justified holding the deposition
in Connecticut. Id. In the instant matter, the defendant has
chosen this forum to litigate this claim. It is not unreasonable
that it should bear the expense of making an employee of
its available for a deposition in the forum that it has chosen,
especially in view of the fact that it has submitted an affidavit
signed by that employee to this court. The court therefore shall
deny the defendant's motion for protective order.

All Citations

Not Reported in A.2d, 1996 WL 92207, 16 Conn. L. Rptr. 208

End of Document © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.
Government Works.
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SEE TX R RAP RULE 47.2 FOR
DESIGNATION AND SIGNING OF OPINIONS.

MEMORANDUM OPINION
Court of Appeals of Texas,

Austin.

In re Stephen J. SEAVALL.

No. 03–13–00205–CV.
|

June 11, 2013.

Original Proceeding from Travis County.

Attorneys and Law Firms

Jeffrey Scott Lowenstein, Dallas, TX, for real party in interest.

George Frederick May, Twomey May PLLC, Houston, TX,
for relator.

Jeffery B. Kaiser, Kaiser PC, Houston, TX, for relator.

Benjamin L. Riemer, Dallas, TX, for real party in interest.

Before Justices PURYEAR, PEMBERTON and ROSE.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

DAVID PURYEAR, Justice.

*1  Relator Stephen J. Seavall filed a petition for writ of
mandamus attacking the trial court's order requiring him to
submit to a deposition and respond to discovery requests
made by real party in interest The Cadle Company. Because
we agree that the underlying judgment is dormant and cannot
be acted upon in Texas, we conditionally grant mandamus
relief.

In 1987, Seavall entered into an agreed judgment with Sandia
Federal Savings and Loan Association, agreeing to pay
$30,000 plus costs, interest, and attorney's fees, for a total
of $36,388.12. That judgment was signed by the Second
Judicial District Court in New Mexico on July 2, 1987.
In 1994, the judgment was acquired by Premier Financial
Services, and Premier attempted to domesticate the judgment

in Texas in 1997. Seavall responded that limitations had
run on the judgment, and Premier non-suited its attempted
enforcement action. Cadle later acquired the judgment, and
on June 24, 2002, the New Mexico court signed a judgment
that essentially extended the 1987 judgment, awarding Cadle
$91,504.62. In September 2002, Cadle filed another action in
Texas to domesticate the June 2002 judgment, but dismissed
it when it “determined the deadline to domesticate the [June
2002] New Mexico Judgment had lapsed.” In November
2012, Cadle obtained a Commission, signed by the New
Mexico court, that stated that Texas courts should enforce
New Mexico's laws and require Seavall to submit to a
deposition and produce documents as requested in Cadle's
discovery request related to the earlier judgments. Cadle then
filed in Travis County a “petition for miscellaneous action
for application for discovery,” relying on the New Mexico
Commission and asking the trial court to require Seavall to
submit to a deposition and to answer Cadle's request for
production. Seavall filed a motion to quash. The trial court
held a hearing on the matter and on March 4, 2013, signed
an order denying Seavall's motion to quash, granting Cadle's
motion to compel Seavall's deposition, and requiring Seavall
to respond to Cadle's requests for production.

In his petition for writ of mandamus, Seavall argues that the
trial court abused its discretion in allowing Cadle to maintain
an action for post-judgment discovery because the underlying
judgment is unenforceable and time-barred under Texas law.
We agree.

There is no authority for an appeal from an order related
to post-judgment discovery, and generally the only means
of reviewing such an order is through mandamus. See
Bahar v. Lyon Fin. Servs., 330 S.W.3d 379, 388 (Tex.App.-
Austin 2010, pet. denied); In re Amaya, 34 S.W.3d 354,
355–56 (Tex.App.-Waco 2001, orig. proceeding); Parks v.
Huffington, 616 S.W.2d 641, 645 (Tex.Civ.App.-Houston [1st
Dist.] 1981, writ ref'd n.r.e.). We will grant mandamus relief
only if we determine that the trial court clearly abused its
discretion or violated a duty imposed by law and that there
is no other adequate remedy by law. Walker v. Packer, 827
S.W.2d 833, 842 (Tex.1992); Johnson v. Fourth Court of
Appeals, 700 S.W.2d 916, 917 (Tex.1985).

*2  Cadle argues that its motion to compel discovery is
governed by rule 201.2, which provides that if a court
of another state issues a commission requiring a witness's
deposition, “the witness may be compelled to appear and
testify in the same manner and by the same process used
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for taking testimony in a proceeding pending in this State.”
Tex.R. Civ. P. 201.2. We agree with Cadle that rule 201.2
“authorizes Texas courts to enforce foreign discovery orders,”
but note that it does not mandate that Texas courts do
so. See id . (witness may be compelled to appear for
deposition). Further, under rule 621a, entitled, “Discovery
and Enforcement of Judgment,” a judgment creditor may only
seek post-judgment discovery to aid in the enforcement of

a judgment that “has not become dormant.” Id. R. 621a.1

Finally, section 16.066 of the civil practice and remedies code
provides that “[a]n action against a person who has resided in
this state for 10 years prior to the action may not be brought
on a foreign judgment rendered more than 10 years before the
commencement of the action in this state.” Tex. Civ. Prac. &

Rem.Code § 16.066(b).2

Cadle's judgment against Seavall is based on a long-dormant
1987 judgment. See Lawrence Sys., Inc. v. Superior Feeders,
Inc., 880 S.W.2d 203, 210–11 (Tex.App.-Amarillo 1994, writ
denied) (later memorialization of earlier judgment is not new
final judgment; instead, for purposes of limitations, original
judgment date controls). Further, even if the 2002 judgment
could be considered in isolation from the 1987 judgment, the
2002 judgment became dormant on June 24, 2012, before
Cadle filed its motion in Travis County and before the New
Mexico court signed the Commission. See Tex. Civ. Prac. &
Rem.Code § 16.066(b). Therefore, Cadle may not maintain
an action against Seavall based on either judgment.

Cadle insists that its discovery proceeding here does not
amount to “an action” within the meaning of section 16.066
and instead is “merely a ministerial proceeding.” It is true
that most “actions” related to foreign judgments involve
efforts to enforce or domesticate a foreign judgment. See,
e.g., McCoy v. Knobler, 260 S.W.3d 179, 181 (Tex.App.-
Dallas 2008, no pet.); Reading & Bates Constr. Co. v. Baker
Energy Res. Corp., 976 S.W.2d 702, 705 (Tex.App.-Houston
[1st Dist.] 1998, pet. denied); Lawrence Sys., 880 S.W.2d
at 206. However, “an action” is not defined by section
16.066, and the common usage of the phrase in the legal
context is fairly broad. See Lawrence Sys., 880 S.W.2d at
207–08. Although a legal action is usually a proceeding
brought in an attempt to obtain a judgment against another
party, see id. (quoting Garcia v. Jones, 147 S.W.2d 925, 926

(Tex.Civ.App.-El Paso 1940, writ dism'd judgm't cor.)), some
actions, such as this one, seek to demand one's rights from
another or to assist in the enforcement of a prior judgment. See
Black's Law Dictionary 32–33 (defining “action” as “civil or
criminal judicial proceeding”; cited sources include “special
proceedings” and “any other proceedings in which rights
are determined” within definition), 1572 (defining “suit” as
“proceeding by a party or parties against another in a court of
law” and “ancillary suit” as action that “grows out of and is
auxiliary to another suit and is filed to aid the primary suit, to
enforce a prior judgment, or to impeach a prior decree”) (9th
ed.2009); see also Black's Law Dictionary 28 (6th ed.1990)
(“action” is “formal complaint within the jurisdiction of a
court of law” and is “legal and formal demand of one's right
from another person or party made and insisted on in a court
of justice,” including “all the formal proceedings in a court of
justice attendant upon the demand of a right made by a person
of another in such court”).

*3  Cadle's petition in the trial court is titled “First
Amended Petition for Miscellaneous Action for Application
for Discovery Pursuant to Texas Rule of Civil Procedure
201.2.” (Emphasis added.) Although Cadle may not be
seeking a judgment in the Texas courts in this proceeding,
it is seeking judicial assistance in enforcing what it asserts
is its legal right to depose Seavall and obtain discovery
documents from him, presumably to assist it in enforcing
the dormant judgments. Therefore, Cadle has filed an action
against Seavall, relying on dormant judgments, and section
16 .066 provides that such an action may not be brought.
See Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem.Code § 16.066(b). The trial
court abused its discretion in ordering Seavall to submit to a
deposition and to produce documents in response to Cadle's
discovery requests. We therefore conditionally grant Seavall's
petition for writ of mandamus and direct the trial court to
vacate its order requiring Seavall to submit to deposition and
to respond to Cadle's discovery requests. The writ will issue
only if the trial court does not act in accordance with this
opinion.

All Citations

Not Reported in S.W.3d, 2013 WL 3013872

Footnotes
1 See also Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem.Code § 34.001 (if writ of execution is not issued within ten years after judgment's rendition,

“the judgment is dormant and execution may not be issued on the judgment unless it is revived”).
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2 And even if we read rule 201.2 as being in conflict with section 16.066, a statute trumps a rule of procedure in the event
of a conflict. See Johnstone v. State, 22 S.W.3d 408, 409 (Tex.2000) (“when a rule of procedure conflicts with a statute,
the statute prevails unless the rule has been passed subsequent to the statute and repeals the statute as provided by
Texas Government Code section 22.004”); Few v. Charter Oak Fire Ins. Co., 463 S.W.2d 424, 425 (Tex.1971) (“when a
rule of the court conflicts with a legislative enactment, the rule must yield”).

End of Document © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.
Government Works.

WESTLAW Page 391 of 625



Martucci v. Martucci, Not Reported in A.3d (2011)
2011 WL 590736

 © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 1

2011 WL 590736
Only the Westlaw citation is currently available.

UNPUBLISHED OPINION. CHECK
COURT RULES BEFORE CITING.

Superior Court of Connecticut,
Judicial District of Stamford-Norwalk.

Michelle MARTUCCI
v.

Anthony MARTUCCI.

No. FSTFA094016203S.
|

Jan. 20, 2011.

Opinion

KEVIN TIERNEY, J.T.R.

*1  This motion seeks sanctions for the defendant's failure
to comply with Plaintiff's First Set of Interrogatories dated
December 11, 2009 (# 126.00, Exhibit A) and Plaintiff's
Request for Production dated December 11, 2009 (# 126.00,
Exhibit A) in this contested dissolution of marriage action.
This court has applied the standards and procedures set forth
in Millbrook Owners Association, Inc. v. Hamilton Standard
et al., 257 Conn. 1 (2001). “In order for a trial court's order
of sanctions for violation of a discovery order to withstand
scrutiny, three requirements must be met. First, the order to be
complied with must be reasonably clear. In this connection,
however, we also state that even an order that does not meet
this standard may form the basis of a sanction if the record
establishes that, not withstanding the lack of such clarity, the
party sanctioned in fact understood the trial court's intended
meaning ... Second, the record must establish that the order
was in fact violated ... Third, the sanction imposed must be
proportional to the violation.” Id. at 17-18.

The court heard testimony, reviewed the documents on file,
considered the exhibits offered at the January 11, 2011 hearing
at which both parties were represented and appeared and
applied the law of discovery. The court makes the following
finding of facts and legal conclusions.

The plaintiff, wife, commenced this action seeking a
dissolution of marriage against the defendant, husband,
returnable April 28, 2009. Trial has been scheduled to

commence in July 2011. At the commencement of this
litigation both parties resided in Stamford, Connecticut. The
plaintiff continues to reside in Stamford and the defendant has
since moved to the State of New York.

The defendant filed two financial affidavits with this court;
September 21, 2009 (# 113.10) unsealed by court order on
September 13, 2010 (# 136.00) and January 11, 2011 (no
computer number has yet been assigned). The January 11,
2011 financial affidavit is sealed. The defendant's income
comes from his wholly owned business located in Bronx,
New York as well as rental and other investment income.
The defendant's annual gross income before taxes has been
reported by the defendant in documents on file with this court
as follows: $426,768 in his unsealed September 21, 2009
financial affidavit (# 113.10); $165,464 in his January 11,
2011 sealed financial affidavit (not yet assigned a computer
number by the clerk); $896,835 in a federal income tax return
filed by the plaintiff and defendant jointly for 2007 (Exhibit
1, January 11, 2011 hearing), $554,304 in a federal income
tax return filed by the defendant married filing separately for
2009 (Exhibit 2, January 11, 2011 hearing) and $157,201 in a
Profit and Loss Statement from the defendant's wholly owned
equipment rental business located in Bronx, New York for the
period of January 1, 2010 through December 8, 2010 (Exhibit
4, January 11, 2011 hearing). The gross income from the
defendant's wholly owned equipment rental business, Tucci
Equipment Rental Corp., was reported to be $5,755,233.03
for the period of January 1, 2010 through December 8, 2010
(Exhibit 4, January 11, 2011 hearing); $7,043,036 on Form
8903 (Exhibit 2, January 11, 2011 hearing) and $4,942,082 on
Form 8903 (Exhibit 1, January 11, 2011 hearing).

*2  The plaintiff claims that she needs the supporting
documents and information requested in the December
11, 2009 discovery in order to accurately determine the
defendant's gross and net income. She claims that the above
listed sources are inconsistent, unreliable and unverified.

The defendant failed to file a financial affidavit within the
time required by P.B. Section 25-30. As a result the plaintiff
was required to file Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Financial
Affidavit, Pendente Lite dated July 10, 2009 (# 108.00).
Without the defendant's financial affidavit, the plaintiff was
required to assign her Motion for Alimony and Child Support
Pendente Lite dated April 29, 2009 (# 103.00/# 104.00)
for fifteen separate short calendar dates. On August 17,
2009 the court (Shay, J.) ordered that all financial orders on
motions # 103.00/# 104.00 would be retroactive to August
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17, 2009 (# 103.00/ # 104.00). On September 8, 2009 the
court (Schofield, J.) ordered that the pendente lite alimony
and child support motions (# 103.00/# 104.00) be assigned for
“the short calendar on 9/21/09. If defendant fails to show he
will be ordered to pay $12,000/month in unallocated alimony
and child support.”

On September 21, 2009, the pendente lite motions # 103.00/
# 104.00 were heard and the defendant filed his financial
affidavit (# 113.10). The parties stipulated to pendente lite
alimony and child support and the court, Shay, J. so ordered
(# 114.10). That order on motions # 103.00/# 104.00 stated in
paragraph 4: “Wife shall no longer be an employee of Tucci
Equipment, Inc., and shall waive any claim to unemployment
as a result hereof.”

From a comparison of both financial affidavits submitted
to the court for the September 21, 2009 hearing (# 112.10
and # 113.10) and eliminating duplicate references, the
court concludes that those financial affidavits disclose that
the net joint assets of the parties are over $3,500,000.
In addition three assets were disclosed on the plaintiff's
affidavit (# 112.10) with no value: Tucci Equipment Rental
Corporation, value to be determined, Tucci Company, value
to be determined and Martucci Development, value to be
determined. The defendant's September 21, 2009 financial
affidavit (# 113.10) makes no mention of these three assets.
The court notes that one or both of the Tucci entities have
gross annual income of between $4,942,082 and $7,043,036
yet neither party submitted any valuation for these business
entities.

On September 13, 2010 the court, Wenzel, J., ordered that
the defendant “file an updated financial affidavit with the
court and plaintiff by September 30, 2010.” (# 135.00).
The defendant failed to comply with this September 13,
2010 financial affidavit discovery order. The plaintiff filed
a Motion for Contempt Re: Failure to Provide Updated
Financial Affidavit Pendente Lite dated November 23, 2010
(# 144.00) claiming that the defendant still had not filed an
updated financial affidavit. Motion # 144.00 was assigned and
partially heard by the undersigned on December 10, 2010. As
of December 10, 2010 the defendant had not filed an updated
financial affidavit. Not all motions were heard on December
10, 2010 and the hearing was continued to January 11, 2011.
At the commencement of the January 11, 2011 hearing the
defendant filed an updated financial affidavit with the court
and presented a copy to the plaintiff in open court. That
January 11, 2011 financial affidavit is sealed in the file.

*3  The defendant did not file any objections to the two
December 11, 2009 discovery requests filed by the plaintiff.
The defendant filed a Motion for Extension of Time, Pendente
Lite dated January 18, 2010 (# 124.00) requesting until
February 11, 2010 or thirty days in order to answer and/or
object to the two discovery requests. The motion contains a
court order “Compliance by March 16, 2010 (Shay, J.).” After
February 16, 2010 the defendant filed no objections to either
discovery request. On March 17, 2010 the plaintiff filed a
Motion for Order Pursuant to P.B. § 13-14 (# 126.00), which
requested “that the court enter an order finding the defendant,
Anthony Martucci (‘defendant’) in contempt for violating
the Orders of the Court (Shay, J.) dated February 16, 2010
ordering that full compliance with outstanding discovery be
made on or before March 16, 2010.” The March 17, 2010
Motion for Order Pursuant to P.B. § 13-14 (# 126.00) was
heard on March 29, 2010 and the following order entered:
“GRANTED and it is further ORDERED: By April 16, 2010
documents to be provided. If not provided $100.00 per diem
to the moving party.” (Malone, J., # 126.00.) The above order
was in Judge Malone's handwriting and was signed by Judge
Malone on page 8 of motion # 126.00. The March 29, 2010
transcript on file quotes the following March 29, 2010 order
by Judge Malone on motion # 126.00: “You have until April
16th to provide the documents. If not, there will be $100
per diem to the moving party.” (Exhibit 3, January 11, 2011
hearing.) Prior to March 29, 2010 the defendant had not
provided a single document in discovery.

On April 16, 2010 at 4:00 p m. the defendant delivered to
plaintiff's counsel a box of documents. The plaintiff's counsel
reviewed the box of documents and wrote a detailed letter
with a list of incomplete items dated April 19, 2010. The list
of incomplete items included ten bank accounts, five credit
cards and a listing of six other business statements and reports.
No records of real estate holdings were provided. Plaintiff's
counsel wrote to defendant's counsel to resolve the discovery
matters on July 14, 2010, August 19, 2010, September 1, 2010
and October 18, 2010. No further documents were provided
in response to these four letters.

On November 4, 2010 this instant Motion for Contempt Re:
Discovery Compliance (# 137.00) was filed. In that Motion
the plaintiff requested the following relief: (1) a finding of
contempt; (2) $100.00 per day retroactive to April 16, 2010 as
per the March 29, 2010 order of Malone, J.; (3) a preclusion of
the defendant from offering earnings evidence; (4) a negative
inference; (5) pendente lite alimony and support increase to

WESTLAW Page 393 of 625



Martucci v. Martucci, Not Reported in A.3d (2011)
2011 WL 590736

 © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 3

$25,000 per month based on the documents provided; and (6)
attorney fees and costs.

The court finds that the two December 11, 2009 discovery
requests (# 126.00) are orders of this court pursuant to
Practice Book § 13-6, 13-9, 25-31 and 25-32. The court finds
that the court has ordered the defendant to comply with the
two December 11, 2009 discovery requests (# 126.00) on
January 19, 2010 (Shay, J.); February 16, 2010 (Shay, J.) and
March 29, 2010 (Malone, J.). The court finds that the order to
be complied with was reasonably clear.

*4  The court finds that the documents provided to the
plaintiff on April 16, 2010 were incomplete and failed to
minimally respond to the income, assets and financial matters
addressed in the two December 11, 2009 requests (# 126.00).
The court finds that the defendant's attempted compliance
after April 16, 2010 did not correct the deficiencies noted in
plaintiff's April 19, 2010 list. (# 137.00, Exhibit F.). The court
finds that the defendant is in violation of the two December
11, 2009 discovery requests as ordered by the Practice Book
and by the three separate court orders.

Practice Book Section 25-31 incorporated the discovery
sanction sections of the Practice Book for family matters.
Among the sanctions that may be imposed are: “The entry
of an order that the matters regarding which the discovery
was sought or other designated facts shall be taken to be
established for the purposes of the action in accordance with
the claim of the party obtaining the order .” P.B. § 13-14(b)(3)
and “The entry of an order prohibiting the party who has failed
to comply from introducing designated matters in evidence.”
P.B. § 13-14(b)(4). Due to the defendant's continuing failure
to provide financial discovery both as to the filing of an
updated financial affidavit and complete compliance with the
two December 11, 2009 discovery requests, the court finds
that sanctions in proportion to the violation must be imposed
including two orders under P.B. § 13-14(b)(3) and (4) as to the
defendant's income. This court finds that three court sanctions
have already been imposed: January 19, 2010 for compliance,
February 16, 2010 for compliance by a date certain and March
29, 2010 for compliance by a new date certain coupled with
a per diem charge for failure of compliance beyond that new
date certain.

On November 22, 2010 the court, Malone, J. appointed
Attorney Jessica Esterkin as a Special Discovery Master. The
order further stated: “She should meet with the parties by
Dec. 3rd, 2010 to go through discovery issues.” Attorney

Esterkin attended the two court hearings presided over by the
undersigned on December 10, 2010 and January 11, 2011.
Despite her efforts, the defendant failed to comply with the
two December 11, 2009 requests for discovery. The court
finds that progressive sanctions have been imposed on the
defendant.

ORDER

1. The court finds that the defendant is in violation of the two
discovery requests dated December 11, 2009 (# 126.00) and
these requests have been ordered by the court to be complied
with.

2. The court hereby orders the defendant to comply
completely, fully, accurately and timely with the two
December 11, 2009 requests (# 126.00) by Wednesday,
February 23, 2011 at 4:00 p.m. at the office of the plaintiff's
counsel of record.

3. The court hereby assigns this instant Motion for Contempt
Re: Discovery Compliance dated November 4, 2010 (#
137.00) for a short calendar hearing on Monday, February 28,
2011 at 9:30 a.m. in Courtroom 3A, Superior Court, 123 Hoyt
Street, Stamford, Connecticut, 06905. Both parties and their
counsel shall be present.

*5  4. The defendant is to pay the attorney fees and
disbursements incurred by the Special Discovery Master,
Attorney Jessica Esterkin, by Wednesday, February 23, 2011
at 4:00 p.m. Attorney Esterkin shall submit to the defendant's
counsel with a copy to the plaintiff's counsel, a statement
of fees and costs requested on or before February 1, 2011.
This statement shall not be filed with the court. Any issues
concerning the fees and costs of Attorney Jessica Esterkin and
the payment of these fees and costs will be heard by the court
on the February 28, 2011 hearing, including but not limited to
whether the defendant paid these fees and costs to Attorney
Esterkin by Wednesday, February 23, 2011 at 4:00 p.m.

5. On March 29, 2010 J. Malone ordered: “If not provided
$100.00 per diem to the moving party.” The plaintiff is the
moving party. The discovery was due on April 16, 2010 as per
Judge Malone's March 29, 2010 order. As of January 11, 2011
the defendant had not complied with the discovery orders. The
court hereby continues J. Malone's order as an order of this
court.
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6. This court orders that the defendant pay to the plaintiff
the sum of $27,000 for the 270 days from April 17, 2010
through and including January 11, 2011. That $27,000 shall
be delivered by Wednesday, February 2, 2011 at 4:00 p.m.
at the office of the plaintiff's counsel of record by personal
check, bank check, certified check or money order. No cash
or cash equivalent shall be delivered.

7. If said payment of $27,000 is not so delivered, by
Wednesday, February 2, 2011 at 4:00 p m. the plaintiff may
file the appropriate motion and request further sanctions.
Those further motions and/or requests are also assigned for
a hearing on Monday, February 28, 2011 at 9:30 a m. in
Courtroom 3A, Superior Court, 123 Hoyt Street, Stamford,
Connecticut, 06905.

8. The court finds that the last federal income tax return
filed by the defendant prior to the commencement of this
dissolution of marriage action was the 2007 Form 1040.
(Exhibit 1, January 11, 2011 hearing.) The court notes that
a portion of the W-2 income set forth in that income tax
return was paid to the plaintiff, Michelle Martucci, and the
September 21, 2009 court order prevented the plaintiff from
receiving any further employment remuneration from her
former employer, Tucci. Therefore all of the income sources
set forth in that 2007 income tax return are now available
to the defendant. (Exhibit 1, January 11, 2011 hearing,
$896,835 “total income.”) In accordance with P.B. § 13-14(b)
(3) the court finds that the plaintiff sought discovery as to
the defendant's income. Since the defendant has failed to
provide such discovery so the plaintiff could more accurately
determine his income, the court finds that an order in
accordance with P.B. § 13-14(b)(3) is a measured appropriate
sanction.

The court finds that the defendant's current annual income
from his salary, wages, business profits, rents, royalties,

partnerships, S corporations, etc. is established at $896,835.
Said $896,835 shall be used by this court and future courts as
the defendant's current annual income for all purposes in this
instant dissolution of marriage action.

*6  9. In the event the defendant complies with the two
December 11, 2009 discovery requests, the defendant shall be
permitted to file a Motion with this court in order to modify
and/or eliminate order # 8 that the defendant's current income
for all purposes is established at $896,835 annually.

10. The defendant is prohibited from introducing any
evidence regarding his income, earnings, and earning
capacity for so long as order # 8 remains in effect pursuant to
P.B. § 13-14(b)(4).

11. The plaintiff's request for attorney fees will be considered
at the February 28, 2011 hearing.

12. The court will determine at the February 28, 2011 hearing
if the defendant should be found in contempt.

13. The court retains jurisdiction for further discovery
sanctions pursuant to this November 4, 2010 Motion for
Contempt Re: Discovery Compliance (# 137.00).

14. This court has entered sanctions pursuant to P.B. §
13-14(b)(3) and P.B. § 13-14(b)(4) solely as to the defendant's
current annual income. The court reserves the right to enter
further sanctions as to any other financial or factual issues
including but not limited to assets, liabilities income and
expenses.

All Citations

Not Reported in A.3d, 2011 WL 590736

End of Document © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.
Government Works.
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2011 WL 726697
Only the Westlaw citation is currently available.

UNPUBLISHED OPINION. CHECK
COURT RULES BEFORE CITING.

Superior Court of Connecticut,
Judicial District of Litchfield.

NEW ENGLAND BANK
v.

Richard A. GREEN, Sr. et al.

No. CV106002946S.
|

Feb. 4, 2011.

Opinion

JOHN A. DANAHER, III, J.

*1  The plaintiff moves to compel defendants, Richard A.
Green, Sr., and Stephen E. Green, Jr., (“the defendants”) to
attend a deposition. If either defendant fails to attend the
deposition, the plaintiff asks the court to issue a capias for
the arrest of the nonappearing party. The motion to compel is
granted.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiff initiated this action on August 12, 2010, seeking
a prejudgment remedy against the defendants up to the value
of $750,000. The plaintiff asserts that in 2004 the defendants
agreed to be responsible for a May 24, 2004, loan made to an
entity known as “ERA II.” The original amount of the loan is
alleged to have been $736,000. The plaintiff claims that the
loan is in default with a principal balance, as of June 21, 2010,
in the amount of $531,799.95 and accrues interest at the rate
of $75.88 per day. The defendants did not appear in this action
and were defaulted on September 16, 2004.

The plaintiff attempted to depose Richard A. Green, Sr.,
pursuant to a notice of deposition and subpoena duces tecum
that a marshal served on Richard A. Green, Sr., on September
22, 2010. The deposition was originally scheduled to take
place on October 6, 2010, but was rescheduled to October 7,
2010. The plaintiff's counsel notified Richard A. Green, Sr.,

of the rescheduled deposition by letter, but Richard A. Green
Sr., did not appear for the deposition on either October 6,
2010, or October 7, 2010. The plaintiff similarly attempted to
depose Stephen E. Green, Jr., on the same dates that Richard
A. Green, Sr. was to be deposed. The plaintiff was unable
to make personal service on Stephen E. Green, Jr. but did
provide him with notice of the deposition together with a
designation of documents to be produced at the deposition.

The plaintiff asserts that neither of the defendants contacted
plaintiff's counsel indicating, for any reason, that they could
not attend the deposition. The plaintiff attached a copy of the
notice of deposition for each defendant, and a copy of the
marshal's return of service regarding Richard A. Green, Sr.,
to his motion to compel.

The plaintiff wishes to depose the defendants regarding the
whereabouts and/or the disposition of heavy equipment that
was allegedly purchased with the loan proceeds that are the
subject of this action. The plaintiff asks this court to order
the defendants to appear and be deposed and to produce the
documentation that was already served upon them. If either
defendant fails to appear for such a deposition, the plaintiff
seeks a capias for the arrest of the nonappearmg defendant.

DISCUSSION

The Practice Book provides that “at any time after the
commencement of the action or proceeding ... [a party
may] take the testimony of any person, including a party,
by deposition upon oral examination. The attendance of
witnesses may be compelled by subpoena as provided in
Section 13–28.” Practice Book § 13–26. Practice Book §
13–28(b) provides that a judge “may issue a subpoena,
upon request, for the appearance of any witness before an
officer authorized to administer oaths within this state to give
testimony at a deposition subject to the provisions of Sections
13–2 through 13–5, if the party seeking to take such person's
deposition has complied with the provisions of Section 13–
26 and 13–27.” Practice Book § 13–27(a) provides that “[a]
party who desires to take the deposition of any person upon
oral examination shall give reasonable notice in writing to
every other party to the action. Such notice ... shall be served
upon each party or each party's attorney in accordance with
Sections 10–12 through 10–17. The notice shall state the time
and place for taking the deposition, the name and address of
each person to be examined ... If a subpoena duces tecum is to
be served on the person to be examined, the designation of the
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materials to be produced as set forth in the subpoena shall be
attached to or included in the notice.” General Statutes § 52–
143(a) provides: “[s]ubpoenas for witnesses shall be signed
by the clerk of the court or a commissioner of the Superior
Court and shall be served by an officer, [or] indifferent
person ... The subpoena shall be served not less than eighteen
hours prior to the time designated for the person to appear,
unless the court orders otherwise.”

*2  The court finds that the plaintiff complied with all
applicable provisions of the Practice Book and General
Statutes § 52–143(a). There is nothing in the record, to
date, that justifies the defendants' failure to appear for their
depositions. The court finds that the plaintiff has properly
filed its motion to compel. A motion to compel is governed by
Practice Book § 13–14 which provides in relevant part: “(a)
If any party ... has failed to appear and testify at a deposition
duly noticed pursuant to this chapter ... the judicial authority
may, on motion, make such order as the ends of justice
require. (b) Such orders may include the following ... (2) The
award to the discovering party of the costs of the motion,
including a reasonable attorneys fee ...” “The granting or
denial of a discovery request rests in the sound discretion of
the court.” Standard Tallow Corp. v. Jowdy, 190 Conn. 48, 57,
459 A.2d 503 (1983).

The defendants were each properly summoned to appear at a
deposition. “In our statutes, the verb ‘summon’ does not mean
to ask or request to attend or appear, but to command to attend
or appear, usually at a legislative or judicial proceeding. More
than a hundred years ago, our Supreme Court recognized the
duty of citizens to testify ‘when legally required to do so.’
In re Clayton, 59 Conn. 510, 521, 21 A. 1005 (1890). The
procedure for ‘summoning’ a witness is usually to serve him
with a subpoena or a capias.” Andover Lake Management v.
Andover, Superior Court, judicial district of Tolland, Docket
No. 50306 (October 17, 1995, Rubinow, J.).

General Statutes § 52–143(e) provides in relevant part: “if
any ... person upon whom a subpoena is served to appear
and testify in a cause pending before any court and to
whom one day's attendance and fees for traveling court have
been tendered, fails to appear and testify, without reasonable
excuse, he shall be fined not more than twenty-five dollars and
pay all damages to the party aggrieved; and the court or judge,
on proof of the service of a subpoena containing the statement
as provided in subsection (d), or on proof of the service of
a subpoena and the tender of such fees, may issue a capias
directed to some proper officer to arrest the witness and bring

him before the court to testify.” The “issuance of a capias is
in the discretion of the court ... [which] has the authority to
decline to issue a capias when the circumstances do not justify
or require it.” (Internal quotation marks omitted.) Housing
Authority v. DeRoche, 112 Conn.App. 355, 372–73, 962 A.2d
904 (2009).

The plaintiff has met all requirements precedent to the
issuance of a capias. Indeed, the plaintiff produced a letter,
allegedly signed by both defendants, in which they appear to

claim that they are not subject to the jurisdiction of this court.1

Under these circumstances, there is a substantial basis for the
issuance of a capias for each of the defendants. Nonetheless,
the court will not, at this stage, exercise its discretion to issue
a capias.

*3  The court orders Richard A. Green, Sr., 63 Eagle Ridge,
Torrington, CT 06790, to appear for a deposition to be
held at the Litchfield Courthouse, 15 West Street, Litchfield,
Connecticut, on the 17th day of March 2011, at 11:00 am.
The plaintiff will arrange for the service of this order by an
officer or indifferent person, together with the designation of
materials to be produced by Richard A. Green, Sr. If service
cannot be effected, the plaintiff will notify the deponent of the
scheduled deposition by regular mail, postage prepaid, and by
certified mail.

Following the plaintiff's deposition of Richard A. Green,
Sr., on the date and at the time set forth herein, the court
will make itself available to the plaintiff to consider any
appropriate claims for costs and attorneys fees associated
with the originally scheduled deposition and this motion. If
Richard A. Green, Sr., fails to appear on the date and at
the time set forth herein, or fails to produce the designated
materials, or fails to respond to the deposition questions in
good faith, the court will make itself available to hear the
plaintiff's request for the issuance of a capias or any other
appropriate order.

The court also orders Stephen E. Green, Jr., 24 Camp Dutton
Road, Litchfield, CT 06759, to appear for a deposition to be
held at the Litchfield Courthouse, 15 West Street, Litchfield,
Connecticut, on the 17th day of March 2011, at 12:00 pm.
The plaintiff will arrange for the service of this order by an
officer or indifferent person, together with the designation of
materials to be produced by Stephen E. Green, Jr. If service
cannot be affected, the plaintiff will notify the deponent of the
scheduled deposition by regular mail, postage prepaid, and by
certified mail.

WESTLAW Page 397 of 625



New England Bank v. Green, Not Reported in A.3d (2011)
2011 WL 726697

 © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 3

Following the plaintiff's deposition of Stephen E. Green,
Jr., on the date and at the time set forth herein, the court
will make itself available to the plaintiff to consider any
appropriate claims for costs and attorneys fees associated
with the originally scheduled deposition and this motion. If
Stephen E. Green, Jr., fails to appear on the date and at the
time set forth herein, fails to produce the designated materials,
or fails to respond to the deposition questions in good faith,

the court will make itself available to hear the plaintiff's
request for the issuance of a capias or any other appropriate
order.

So ordered.

All Citations

Not Reported in A.3d, 2011 WL 726697

Footnotes
1 The letter states, in relevant part, “The court's alleged notices and claims don't cut it.” The defendants also express their

view that “properly executed process service is not merely the delivery of papers—it requires that they be accepted ...”
The latter assertion is, of course, incorrect. Phoenix Limousine Service, Inc. v. Hilchen, Superior Court, judicial district
of Fairfield, Docket No. CV 000378706 (June 13, 2001, Skolnick, J.) (“Service of a subpoena ‘upon’ a person does not
require physical acceptance of it, if the person is given notice of it and its contents”).

End of Document © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.
Government Works.
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UNPUBLISHED OPINION. CHECK COURT RULES
BEFORE CITING.

Superior Court of Connecticut,
Judicial District of New Haven.

Nancy SANSONE, et al.
v.

Matthew HASELDEN.
Jamie L. MORRIS

v.
Walter T. WILLIS, et al.

Nos. 28 83 29, 29 31 67.
|

April 18, 1990.

MEMORANDUM OF DECISION ON THE RIGHT
TO COMPEL AN OUT-OF-STATE DEFENDANT'S
DEPOSITION IN CONNECTICUT

BERDON, Judge.

*1  The defendant Matthew Haselden who resides in Texas
and the defendant Walter T. Willis who resides in Missouri
seek orders protecting them from being required to appear in
Connecticut to have their depositions taken.

In 1978, § 246(c) of the Rules of Practice was adopted which
provided that depositions of an out-of-state defendant may be
taken in any county in this state in which he was personally
served or taken by notice “at any place within thirty miles of
the defendant's residence or within the county of his residence
or at such other place as is fixed by order of the court.” This
rule is consistent with the general practice before the federal
courts. 4 Moore, Federal Practice, § 26.70 (2d ed.1989).

In both the above entitled cases, the defendants were neither

personally served,1 nor, of course, is their place of residence
within thirty miles of the State of Connecticut. Accordingly,
both plaintiffs rely on that portion of § 246(c) which
authorizes the court to fix the place of the deposition.

No hard rule should be set to govern when the court should
exercise its discretion to order an out-of-state defendant to

appear in Connecticut or some other place not specifically
provided for in § 246(c) for a deposition. The court in
exercising its discretion must do so in a manner which
accommodates the special circumstances of each case.
Some of the factors it should consider are the financial
circumstances of the parties, whether the plaintiff seeking
to take the deposition of the out-of-state defendant offers
to pay his or her travel and living expenses, whether the
defendant was personally served in Connecticut with the writ
and complaint while he or she was a resident and thereafter
voluntarily moved out of Connecticut, the hardship that travel
may impose on a party, the availability of counsel being
able to promptly resolve disputes which require a judicial
determination if the deposition is taken in the forum, the
effectiveness of obtaining the discovery through other means
such as written iterrogatories or the taking of the defendant's
deposition in Connecticut at the commencement of trial, and
such other considerations.

In Sansone, the plaintiff seeks to take the defendant's
deposition in Connecticut on the grounds that the motor
vehicle accident which is the subject matter of the suit
occurred in Connecticut, the defendant was personally served
with the writ and complaint when he was a resident of
Connecticut, a Connecticut attorney filed an appearance on
the defendant's behalf, and sometime thereafter the defendant
voluntarily removed himself from the state to an undisclosed
address in Texas. Furthermore, the plaintiff has submitted
an affidavit stating that she is unemployed, her husband is
disabled, and that they do not have sufficient funds to pay
her attorney to travel to Texas nor funds to reimburse the
defendant for his travel expenses. Under these circumstances
the defendant Matthew Haselden, at his own expense, will be
required to attend a deposition at a mutually convenient place
and time in the state of Connecticut. See McLean v. Smith, 13
Conn.L.Trib. 42 (October 26, 1987).

*2  In Morris, the defendant was at all relevant times a
resident of Columbus, Missouri, was involved in a vehicular
accident with the plaintiff in this state and was served pursuant
to the motor vehicle long arm statute, General Statutes §
52-62. These facts differ materially from those of Sansone.
Nevertheless, in urging that the court exercise its discretion to
compel the defendant at his expense to give his deposition in
this state, the plaintiff argues that she is without funds to take
the defendant's deposition in Missouri or pay his expenses to
travel to Connecticut. These reasons, together with any other
hardship or other matters the court should consider, should be
put in an affidavit form by the plaintiff. The defendant should
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also be given an opportunity to submit an affidavit regarding
his circumstances. Accordingly, the protective order sought
by the defendant Walter T. Willis is granted without prejudice
on the part of the plaintiff to seek the court's permission to
have the defendant's deposition taken in Connecticut upon
filing a motion and appropriate supporting affidavit.

In sum, in the case of Nancy Sansone v. Matthew Haselden
(No. 28 83 29) the plaintiff's motion to fix the place for
defendant's deposition (No. 117) is granted in that the
deposition shall take place in Connecticut, at a place and time

mutually convenient to the parties, and the defendant shall
pay his own expenses to attend said deposition. In the case
of Jamie L. Morris v. Walter T. Willis (No. 29 81 67), the
defendant's motion for protective order (No. 112) is hereby
granted without prejudice to the plaintiff taking further action
on this issue.

All Citations

Not Reported in A.2d, 1990 WL 271143, 1 Conn. L. Rptr. 520

Footnotes
1 The plaintiff Morris also argues that since § 52-62 of the General Statutes authorizes service of a process on the

Commissioner of Motor Vehicles for out-of-state residents, that such service on the Commissioner constitutes the
personal service required by § 246(c)(1) of the Practice Book which would require the defendant to attend a deposition
in Hartford County. Service of a subpoena on the commissioner is clearly not service of process authorized by § 52-62,
but merely constructive or substituted service. Larrivee v. McGann, 26 Conn.Sup. 508, 509 (1967). Proper service of a
subpoena requires personal service. See Gibney v. Lewis, 68 Conn. 392 (1986); 81 Am.Jur. 2d, Witnesses § 12.

End of Document © 2022 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.
Government Works.
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436 S : SUPERIOR COURT 
ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
V. : AT WATERBURY 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL : MARCH 28, 2022 
NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046437 S : SUPERIOR COURT 
WILLIAM SHERLACH : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
V. : AT WATERBURY 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL : MARCH 28, 2022 
NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438 S : SUPERIOR COURT 
WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
V. : AT WATERBURY 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL : MARCH 28, 2022 

RENEWED OBJECTION TO PLAINTIFFS’ RENEWED EMERGENCY MOTION FOR 
ORDER REQUIRING ALEX JONES TO APPEAR FOR DEPOSITION ON PENALTY 

OF CIVIL CONTEMPT, INCLUDING THE ISSUANCE OF AN ODER DIRECTING THE 
ARREST OF ALEX JONES IN ORDER TO SECURE HIS PRESENCE TO APPEAR 

BEFORE THE COURT AND TESTIFY (DKT. 743.00)  

Pursuant to the Court’s March 23, 2022 order (Dkt. 734.10), the Jones Defendants 

submit this objection to the Defendants’ renewed motion for an order requiring Defendant 

Alex Jones to appear for a deposition in this case and for sanctions for his failure to appear. 

See Dkt. 743.00. 

Mr. Jones has no desire or reason to evade a deposition in this case. He has 

produced tens of thousands of documents in response to discovery requests in this case. 

He has sat for three depositions in matters arising in Texas on the same subject – 

depositions that the Plaintiffs and their counsel are undoubtedly aware of. He has even sat 

for questions before a committee of the United States Congress pertaining to his various 

political activities. In other words, Mr. Jones has never evaded providing testimony in any 

forum.  
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For the past year and a half, the world has given more deference to medical 

professionals than any time in human history. Even courts joined in granting this deference 

without question, and the world justified that deference as being necessary to protect 

human life and human health. Many of the recommendations made by doctors were 

precautionary, and they received the force of law in many instances.  

Here, the Plaintiffs have blatantly asked the Court to substitute its judgment for that 

of Mr. Jones’ doctors. They have publicly made a pseudo-macho challenge as to Mr. 

Jones’ courage in the media that has sullied this litigation, publicly accusing him of 

cowardice for ultimately listening to his doctors: “Once again, Alex Jones failed to appear 

for his court-ordered deposition today. This cowardly attempt by Mr. Jones to escape 

accountability for the years he spent spreading lies about Sandy Hook, shows contempt 

both for the law and the families.”1  

Had Attorney Mattei’s statements been made about anyone following a COVID-19 

precaution – including any one of the countless venirepersons who disregarded this 

Court’s summons to appear for jury duty in cases as Connecticut courts reopened but went 

to the grocery store or work, they would have been deemed the height of irresponsibility. 

Indeed, the venirepersons would have undoubtedly been lauded as acting responsibly – a 

position that this Court undoubtedly took as the undersigned are unaware of any Superior 

Court judge directing the penalization of any venireperson for failing to answer their 

summons.   

1 Statement of Christopher Mattei, Alex Jones skips second deposition in Sandy Hook 
case, The Hill (March 24, 2022) https://thehill.com/regulation/court-battles/599605-alex-
jones-skips-second-deposition-in-sandy-hook-case  
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Imposing sanctions, including the drastic step of arresting a litigant, would set a 

double standard that undoubtedly would raise questions about why Mr. Jones is being 

treated differently for listening to his doctors’ advice. Additionally, Connecticut law only 

contemplates the arrest of a witness for failure to provide deposition testimony if the 

deposing parties have sought and obtained a subpoena. The Plaintiffs never sought to 

subpoena Mr. Jones – a necessary prerequisite under Connecticut law to seeking a capias 

for his attendance. Thus, to the extent that they seek a capias, their motion is untimely. To 

the extent they seek sanctions for Mr. Jones acting responsibly, the Court should decline 

to punish Mr. Jones for displaying the same responsible behavior that countless 

venirepersons displayed last year. Thus, the Jones Defendants ask the Court to deny the 

Plaintiffs’ motion to sanction Mr. Jones.  

Relevant Factual Background 

 As part of a rescheduling agreement between counsel, the deposition of Alex Jones 

in this case was rescheduled to occur on March 23, 2022 and March 24, 2022. On March 

21, 2022, Mr. Jones’ counsel sought an emergency protective order to temporarily delay 

the deposition on the advice of Mr. Jones’ doctor. The Court denied the motion after a 

hearing on March 22, 2022.  

On March 23, 2022, counsel for the Plaintiffs and counsel for Mr. Jones appeared 

at the place designated in Austin, Texas for his deposition. Mr. Jones did not appear for 

his deposition.  

Mr. Jones’ nonappearance came upon the advice of a physician, Dr. Benjamin 

Marble, who arrived in Austin to visit him on March 20, 2022. See Exhibit A, ¶ 6. On March 

21, 2022, Dr. Marble’s personal observations of Mr. Jones so alarmed him that he insisted 

on conducting a physical examination of Mr. Jones. Id. at ¶ 7. He immediately advised Mr. 

Page 403 of 625



Jones to go to an emergency room or call 911. Id. at ¶ 8. After Mr. Jones refused, Dr. 

Marble advised him to stay home, which Mr. Jones did not do. Id. at ¶¶ 9-11. Dr. Marble 

subsequently arranged for a comprehensive medical workup to be conducted for Mr. Jones 

on March 23, 2022 by Dr. Amy Offutt. Id. at ¶ 12.  

Dr. Marble remains firm in his initial recommendation that Mr. Jones neither attend 

a deposition nor return to work until the results of the comprehensive medical workup are 

returned, and he opines that Mr. Jones stands at serious risk of harm. Id. at ¶¶ 14-15. 

Mr. Jones completed his testing with Dr. Offutt on March 23, 2022. Exhibit B. Dr. 

Offutt describes Mr. Jones’ medical issues as time-sensitive and potentially serious, and 

she advised him to avoid too much stress pending further testing. Id. Dr. Offutt also 

provided him with ER precautions, and she advised him not to attend court proceedings. 

Id.  

Argument 

I. No provision of Connecticut law grants the Court authority to issue an order
to compel or a capias as to a witness who has not been subpoenaed.

The Practice Book contemplates two ways by which witnesses may be notified of a

deposition. First, Practice Book § 13-27 states that “any person” may be orally examined 

if they received reasonable notice in writing. Second, Practice Book § 13-28 contemplates 

the issuance of subpoenas to compel the attendance of “any witness.” 

The undersigned acknowledged that, upon further research, that Practice Book §§ 

13-26 and 13-29(c) provides for the compulsion of an out-of-state witness to give a

deposition within thiry miles of his residence or in the same county that he resides in. 

A necessary prerequisite to the issuance of a capias, however, is the issuance of a 

subpoena. Burley v. Davis, 132 Conn. 631, 637 (1946) (affirming a trial court decision 
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declining to issue a capias after the defendant’s attorney excused a witness from trial 

attendance without asking the plaintiff’s attorney if he wished to call her on rebuttal 

because she was not under subpoena). As the Plaintiffs indicated in the hearing during 

which the Court ordered this accelerated briefing, they never served Mr. Jones with a 

subpoena, which is the prescribed way to initiate the process of compelling his attendance 

at a deposition. They now seek a capias to procure his attendance.  

The issuance of a capias is governed by Practice Book § 13-28(f). The plain 

language of Practice Book § 13-28(f) clearly presupposes that the witness has been 

subpoenaed before a capias is sought: 

If any person to whom a lawful subpoena is issued under any provision of 
this section fails without just excuse to comply with any of its terms, the court 
before which the cause is pending, or any judge thereof, or, if the cause is 
pending in a foreign court, the court in the judicial district wherein the 
subpoenaed person resides, may issue a capias and cause the person to be 
brought before that court or judge, as the case may be, and, if the person 
subpoenaed refuses to comply with the subpoena, the court or judge may 
commit the person to jail until he or she signifies a willingness to comply with 
it. 

Likewise, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 52-143(e)’s plain language presupposes a subpoena 

before a capias may issue: 

If any person summoned by the state, or by the Attorney General or an 
assistant attorney general, or by any public defender or assistant public 
defender acting in his official capacity, by a subpoena containing the 
statement as provided in subsection (d) of this section, or if any other person 
upon whom a subpoena is served to appear and testify in a cause pending 
before any court and to whom one day's attendance and fees for traveling to 
court have been tendered, fails to appear and testify, without reasonable 
excuse, he shall be fined not more than twenty-five dollars and pay all 
damages to the party aggrieved; and the court or judge, on proof of the 
service of a subpoena containing the statement as provided in subsection (d) 
of this section, or on proof of the service of a subpoena and the tender of 
such fees, may issue a capias directed to some proper officer to arrest the 
witness and bring him before the court to testify. 
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The undersigned have been unable to locate any authority establishing an 

exception to the requirement that a subpoena must issue before a capias. Notably, the 

Plaintiffs have not found such case law either despite filing two motions pertaining to this 

issue. Dkt. 743.00, 750.00. Indeed, the Plaintiffs have belatedly added a request for the 

Court to issue a subpoena to depose Mr. Jones in Austin, Texas – presumably for the very 

reason that they cannot procure his arrest without one. See Dkt. 743.00, ¶ 14(D).  

Instead, the undersigned have found case law from the Connecticut Supreme Court 

that has expressly held that the power of the Court to issue a capias directing an arrest of 

a witness is “ordinarily conditioned on the issuance of a subpoena.” Burley v. Davis, 132 

Conn. 631, 637 (1946) (affirming a trial court decision declining to issue a capias after the 

defendant’s attorney excused a witness from trial attendance without asking the plaintiff’s 

attorney if he wished to call her on rebuttal because she was not under subpoena). 

Mr. Jones was not subpoenaed to his deposition despite the compulsory nature of 

a written notice of deposition for party deponents. Thus, the Court lacks the authority to 

issue a capias for his arrest. 

II. Practice Book § 13-28(f) clearly requires parties seeking a capias as to a
foreign deponent to seek it in the district in which the deponent resides.

Even assuming that the notice of deposition to Mr. Jones operates as a subpoena

within Connecticut law or that a subpoena is not required because he is a party, the Court 

still lacks the authority to issue a capias for Mr. Jones because parties are required to seek 

it in the district in which the deponent resides.  

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 52-148c and Practice Book § 13-28 establish procedures by 

which an out-of-state witness’s deposition may be taken. The party wishing to take the 

deposition is required to obtain a commission for an out-of-state subpoena, which then 
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enables the party to obtain a subpoena in the proposed deponent’s state to compel the 

attendance of the deponent in his state. Struckman v. Burns, 205 Conn. 542, 552 (1987). 

The Plaintiffs never sought a commission to take Mr. Jones’s deposition, and the Court 

never issued one. Assuming arguendo that this procedural requirement is unilaterally 

dispensable at the Plaintiffs’ whim, no subpoena ever issued in Texas for Mr. Jones’ 

deposition.  

Again assuming arguendo that this procedural requirement is equally dispensable 

on a unilateral basis, Practice Book § 13-28(f) requires the Plaintiffs to seek the capias 

from the jurisdiction in which the subpoena is issued, which would be Texas in this case. 

Noll v. Hartford Roman Catholic Diocesan Corp. 2008 WL 4635591, at *11 (CT Super. Ct. 

Sept. 26, 2008).  

The facts of Noll are particularly instructive. One of the defendants lived in Virginia 

and allegedly attempted to avoid his deposition. The plaintiff obtained a commission for an 

out-of-state subpoena and obtained one from a Virginia. The defendant did not attend the 

Virginia deposition, and the Noll court declined to issue the capias because it has not 

issued the subpoena.  

Making all of the previous assumptions arguendo, the Court did not issue a 

subpoena for Mr. Jones, and it could have only issued a commission. Thus, like the Noll 

court and under Practice Book § 13-28(f), the Court lacks the authority to issue a capias 

for Mr. Jones under the current procedural posture.  

III. Monetary Sanctions Are Inappropriate Because Mr. Jones Did Not Act In Bad
Faith.

To obtain attorneys’ fees and costs, the Plaintiffs must show that Mr. Jones acted

in bad faith. Berzins v. Berzins, 306 Conn. 651, 663 (2012). The uncontroverted record 
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before the Court shows that Mr. Jones received a series of specific ordersfrom his 

physicians: (1) go to the emergency room; (2) remain at home; (3) do not attend your 

deposition pending your medical tests. Concededly, Mr. Jones did not heed some of these 

orders initially by refusing to go to the emergency room or to remain home. 

After he received further testing, he ultimately did remain home upon his doctors’ 

advice after it was impressed upon him that he was on the verge of being sent to the 

emergency room. That included foregoing his deposition pending the results of further 

medical tests.  

What has been lost in the Plaintiffs’ rush to obtain this Court’s orders and sanctions 

against Mr. Jones is that Mr. Jones has never sought to indefinitely postpone his deposition 

or to escape it entirely. Instead, he has sought to have it postponed until his doctors clear 

him to sit for it. To find that Mr. Jones has acted in bad faith by displaying the stubborn 

behavior that the average person’s dad would display by shrugging off medical care until 

it was impressed upon him just how serious his condition was would gratuitously stretch 

the definition of bad faith beyond its reasonable limits.  

Mr. Jones ultimately heeded his doctors’ advice. He did not appear for the second 

day of his deposition because his doctors were actively working to determine whether he 

should be in the emergency room instead of that deposition. That is not bad faith. That is 

the same cautious approach that every member of society has taken through the COVID-

19 pandemic, just in a different context.  

Thus, the Court should decline to order costs and attorneys’ fees for the Plaintiffs. 

Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, the Jones Defendants ask the Court to deny the 

Plaintiffs’ motion for sanctions.  
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Dated: March 28, 2022 Respectfully Submitted, 

Alex Jones, 
Infowars, LLC; 
Free Speech Systems, LLC; 
Infowars Health, LLC; and 
Prison Planet TV, LLC 

BY:/s/ Norman A. Pattis /s/ 
/s/ Cameron L. Atkinson /s/ 
Norman A. Pattis 
Cameron L. Atkinson 
PATTIS & SMITH, LLC 
Juris No. 423934 
383 Orange Street 
New Haven, CT 06511 
V: 203-393-3017 F: 203-393-9745 
npattis@pattisandsmith.com 
catkinson@pattisandsmith.com 

Page 409 of 625

mailto:npattis@pattisandsmith.com
mailto:catkinson@pattisandsmith.com
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This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing has been emailed and/or mailed, this 

day, postage prepaid, to all counsel and pro se appearances as follows: 

For Genesis Communications Network, Inc.: 
Mario Kenneth Cerame, Esq. 
Brignole & Bush LLC 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 

For Plaintiffs: 
Alinor C. Sterling, Esq. 
Christopher M. Mattei, Esq. 
Matthew S. Blumenthal, Esq. 
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER 
350 Fairfield Avenue 
Bridgeport, CT 06604 

For Trustee Richard M. Coan 

Eric Henzy, Esq. 
ZEISLER & ZEISLER P.C. 
10 MIDDLE STREET 
15TH FLOOR 
BRIDGEPORT, CT 06604 

/s/ Cameron L. Atkinson /s/ 
Cameron L. Atkinson, Esq.  
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436 S : SUPERIOR COURT 
ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
V. : AT WATERBURY 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL : MARCH 28, 2022 
NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046437 S : SUPERIOR COURT 
WILLIAM SHERLACH : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
V. : AT WATERBURY 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL : MARCH 28, 2022 
NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438 S : SUPERIOR COURT 
WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
V. : AT WATERBURY 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL : MARCH 28, 2022 

OBJECTION TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR FINDING OF CIVIL CONTEMPT, 
ISSUANCE OF ORDERS TO SECURES ALEX JONES’ ATTENDANCE AT 

DEPOSITION, AND ISSANCE OF FURTHER SANCTIONS ORDERS (DKT. 750.00) 

For the past year and a half, the world has given more deference to medical 

professionals than any time in human history. Even courts joined in granting this deference 

without question, and the world justified that deference as being necessary to protect 

human life and human health. Many of the recommendations made by doctors were 

precautionary, and they received the force of law in many instances. 

Here, the Plaintiffs have blatantly asked the Court to substitute its judgment for that 

of Mr. Jones’ doctors. They have publicly made a pseudo-macho challenge as to Mr. 

Jones’ courage in the media that has sullied this litigation, publicly accusing him of 

cowardice for ultimately listening to his doctors: “Once again, Alex Jones failed to appear 

for his court-ordered deposition today. This cowardly attempt by Mr. Jones to escape 
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accountability for the years he spent spreading lies about Sandy Hook, shows contempt 

both for the law and the families.”1  

Had Attorney Mattei’s statements been made about anyone following a COVID-19 

precaution – including any one of the countless venirepersons who disregarded this 

Court’s summons to appear for jury duty in cases as Connecticut courts reopened but went 

to the grocery store or work, they would have been deemed the height of irresponsibility. 

Indeed, the venirepersons would have undoubtedly been lauded as acting responsibly – a 

position that this Court undoubtedly took as the undersigned are unaware of any Superior 

Court judge directing the penalization of any venireperson for failing to answer their 

summons. 

Mr. Jones has no desire or reason to evade a deposition in this case. He has 

produced tens of thousands of documents in response to discovery requests in this case. 

He has sat for three depositions in matters arising in Texas on the same subject – 

depositions that the Plaintiffs and their counsel are undoubtedly aware of. He has even sat 

for questions before a committee of the United States Congress pertaining to his various 

political activities. In other words, Mr. Jones has never evaded providing testimony in any 

forum.  

That Mr. Jones has chosen to reveal one of his medical conditions – a sinus 

blockage – on his television show has no bearing on his other medical conditions, which 

he is well within his privacy rights not to reveal, and the Plaintiffs’ attempt to cast aspersions 

on his doctors’ recommendations is reckless in the extreme. Thus, Mr. Jones respectfully 

1 Statement of Christopher Mattei, Alex Jones skips second deposition in Sandy Hook 
case, The Hill (March 24, 2022) https://thehill.com/regulation/court-battles/599605-alex-
jones-skips-second-deposition-in-sandy-hook-case  
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requests that the Court decline to hold him in contempt and to issue further sanctions 

orders. 

Relevant Factual Background 

As part of a rescheduling agreement between counsel, the deposition of Alex Jones 

in this case was rescheduled to occur on March 23, 2022 and March 24, 2022. On March 

21, 2022, Mr. Jones’ counsel sought an emergency protective order to temporarily delay 

the deposition on the advice of Mr. Jones’ doctor. The Court denied the motion after a 

hearing on March 22, 2022.  

On March 23, 2022, counsel for the Plaintiffs and counsel for Mr. Jones appeared 

at the place designated in Austin, Texas for his deposition. Mr. Jones did not appear for 

his deposition.  

Mr. Jones’ nonappearance came upon the advice of a physician, Dr. Benjamin 

Marble, who arrived in Austin to visit him on March 20, 2022. See Exhibit A, ¶ 6. On March 

21, 2022, Dr. Marble’s personal observations of Mr. Jones so alarmed him that he insisted 

on conducting a physical examination of Mr. Jones. Id. at ¶ 7. He immediately advised Mr. 

Jones to go to an emergency room or call 911. Id. at ¶ 8. After Mr. Jones refused, Dr. 

Marble advised him to stay home, which Mr. Jones did not do. Id. at ¶¶ 9-11. Dr. Marble 

subsequently arranged for a comprehensive medical workup to be conducted for Mr. Jones 

on March 23, 2022 by Dr. Amy Offutt. Id. at ¶ 12.  

Dr. Marble remains firm in his initial recommendation that Mr. Jones neither attend 

a deposition nor return to work until the results of the comprehensive medical workup are 

returned, and he opines that Mr. Jones stands at serious risk of harm. Id. at ¶¶ 14-15. 

Mr. Jones completed his testing with Dr. Offutt on March 23, 2022. Exhibit B. Dr. 

Offutt describes Mr. Jones’ medical issues as time-sensitive and potentially serious, and 
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she advised him to avoid too much stress pending further testing. Id. Dr. Offutt also 

provided him with ER precautions, and she advised him not to attend court proceedings. 

Id.  

On March 23, 2022, the Court issued an order after a hearing declining to issue a 

capias, but ordering Mr. Jones to appear for his second day of depositions on March 24, 

2022. Dkt. 734.10. Mr. Jones did not appear for his deposition on March 24, 2022 on the 

advice of his physicians, who deteremined that it was an open question on whether he 

would or would not be hospitalized that same day pending the results of certain medical 

tests. See Dkt. 750.00, Exhibit D, p. 4.  

ARGUMENT 

I. The Court Must Hold An Evidentiary Hearing Before Determining Whether To
Hold Mr. Jones In Contempt.

The circumstances that gave rise to the Court’s March 23, 2022 order (Dkt. 734.10)

were emergent, and the Court and counsel alike were not as precise in their language as 

they would ordinarily be. Thus, the Court mistakenly stated that, if Mr. Jones did not appear 

for his deposition on March 24, 2022, “he will be in direct contempt of the court’s orders 

requiring him to appear for his deposition.”  

There is a distinct difference between direct contempt and indirect contempt. Direct 

contempt concerns conduct that occurs within the presence of the court while indirect 

contempt occurs outside the presence of the Court. See Quaranta v. Cooley, 130 

Conn.App. 835, 841 (2011). This distinction makes an enormous difference in the 

procedures that the Court must follow.  

“[T]here are constitutional safeguards that must be satisfied in indirect 
contempt cases. It is beyond question that due process of law ... requires 
that one charged with contempt of court be advised of the charges against 
him, have a reasonable opportunity to meet them by way of defense or 
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explanation, have the right to be represented by counsel, and have a chance 
to testify and call other witnesses in his behalf, either by way of defense or 
explanation.... Notice, to comply with due process requirements, must be 
given sufficiently in advance of scheduled court proceedings so that 
reasonable opportunity to prepare will be afforded, and it must set forth the 
alleged misconduct with particularity....” 

 
Id. at 845-46.  

 Mr. Jones does not waive these rights.  

 The Plaintiffs filed their motion for contempt on March 25, 2022, which constitutes 

a new separate filing in addition to the motion that the Jones Defendants requested 

additional time to brief and which the Court set a briefing and hearing schedule for in its 

March 23, 2022 order (Dkt. 734.10). Thus, the scheduled March 30, 2022 hearing does 

not afford Mr. Jones and his counsel a meaningful opportunity to prepare his defenses at 

that hearing. Indeed, it is only as a matter of the utmost caution that the undersigned have 

made strenuous efforts to prepare this response to the Plaintiffs’ motion for contempt so 

as to not leave Mr. Jones undefended, and they would certainly require a more sufficient 

opportunity to prepare Mr. Jones’ defense than a weekend where witnesses are 

unavailable and their own working capacity is less than optimal.  

II. The Court Should Not Hold Alex Jones In Civil Contempt. 

The Court should not hold Mr. Jones in contempt of its orders. In its March 23, 2022 

order directing Mr. Jones to attend his deposition on March 24, 2022 (Dkt. 744.10), the 

Court stated that, if Mr. Jones “develops escalating symptoms such that he is hospitalized, 

that change in circumstances would excuse his attendance at the court ordered 

deposition.”  

A person commits civil contempt when he violates a court order requiring him “in 

specific and definite language to do or refrain from doing an act or series of acts.” Puff v. 
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Puff, 334 Conn. 341, 364 (2020). Because contempt is such a harsh remedy, it should not 

be based on implication or conjecture, but rather clear and unequivocal language. Id. 

Additionally, a party must willfully violate a court order to commit contempt, and the party 

seeking an order of contempt must prove, by clear and convincing evidence, “a clear and 

unambiguous directive to the alleged contemnor and the alleged contemnor’s wilfull 

noncompliance with that directive.” Id. at 365. Should the moving party carry this burden, 

the alleged contemnor receives an opportunity to demonstrate an inability to comply with 

the court order. Id.  

“A judgment of contempt cannot be based on representations of counsel in a 

motion, but must be supported by evidence produced in court at a proper proceeding.” Id. 

at 366. Here, the Plaintiffs supply no evidence except the representations of counsel, which 

are insufficient to grant the motion on the basis of the moving papers only.  

There is no dispute that Mr. Jones did not appear for his deposition on March 24, 

2022 as ordered. Why he did not appear is a matter in dispute that can only be settled by 

the presentation of evidence in a contempt hearing.  

With respect to the Court’s orders, Mr. Jones reasonably could have concluded that 

its directive that his attendance at his deposition would be excused if he was hospitalized 

due to escalating symptoms also encompassed the opportunity for a trained medical 

professional to assess and determine whether escalating symptoms required 

hospitalization. In other words, the carve-out supplied by the Court’s order left some 

leeway for Mr. Jones to safeguard his health and whether Mr. Jones properly used that 

carve-out is a question of fact that can only be determined after a hearing. The resolution 

of that same question will also resolve the wilfulness prong.  
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It is also of no small importance that the Court’s orders created an unconscionable 

choice for Mr. Jones. He received his physicians’ prognostications that his medical 

conditions were of such a serious nature that they were recommending that he pay a visit 

to the emergency room. When he refused, they relented only so far as he did not submit 

himself to stress, and they ordered him not to attend his deposition. Facing an all-day 

deposition conducted by a former federal prosecutor in a hotly contested case is no walk 

in Central Park for anyone in perfect health. It is a grueling ordeal made even more grueling 

when that former federal prosecutor is seeking to explore allegations that Mr. Jones 

maliciously weaponized a tragedy to inflict distress on those whom the prosecutor 

represents. Any one in Mr. Jones’ position would have experienced significant stress in 

preparing for such a deposition, and no ordinary person would have felt at ease sitting for 

such a deposition when their doctors were actively engaged in making a decision on 

whether they should go to the emergency room for a condition that could prove disastrous 

if exacerbated.  

With an active decisionmaking process ongoing on whether Mr. Jones should be 

sent to the emergency room, Mr. Jones fell comfortably into the Court’s exception for his 

absence at his deposition, and the Court should decline to hold him in contempt.  

III. If It Decides To Hold Mr. Jones In Civil Contempt, The Court Should Avoid
Issuing Sanctions That Will Pose A Significant Risk Of Exacerbating Mr.
Jones’ Health Conditions And That Become Criminal Sanctions By Their
Operation In This Context.

If the Court chooses to hold Mr. Jones in civil contempt, it should avoid issuing

sanctions that will pose a significant risk of exacerbating Mr. Jones’ health conditions. The 

Plaintiffs have repeatedly urged this Court to issue an arrest warrant for Mr. Jones and to 

incarcerate him until he provides deposition testimony. Their repeated requests show a 

Page 423 of 625



complete disregard for Mr. Jones’ health and border, if not cross the border, on an attempt 

to exacerbate Mr. Jones’ health conditiions.  

Rendering the Plaintiffs’ request even more reckless is their acknowledgement that 

an order of incarceration would depend on Texas courts’ enforcement of the order – a 

process that they acknowledge would take time and is no certain remedy. Dkt. 750, pp. 

11-12. In other words, the Plaintiffs themselves acknowledge that the Court’s ordering of

Mr. Jones’ arrest would simply be gratuitous at this point and would serve no practical 

purpose other than attempting to inflict punishment on him.  

Incarceration in the context of compelling a deposition treads a very fine line 

between crossing into the land of criminal contempt. Civil contempt remedies carry the 

unique feature of allowing the person held in contempt to purge himself of contempt and 

be released immediately or very quickly. In this context, imprisoning Mr. Jones until he 

gives a deposition would leave him at the mercy of Plaintiffs’ counsel, who could easily 

and reasonably claim that they need additional days to prepare for his deposition after he 

indicates his willingness to sit for a deposition. However reasonable their need for 

additional time may be, Mr. Jones would spend additional time incarcerated while awaiting 

to be deposed, which would render his incarceration a criminal sanction rather than the 

remedial one required by civil contempt.  

The Plaintiffs’ request for a daily escalating fine bears the same practical infirmity. 

They seek a $25,000 per day fine that escalates to $50,000 per day seven days until Mr. 

Jones completes his deposition. In this context, fining Mr. Jones until he gives a deposition 

would leave him at the mercy of Plaintiffs’ counsel, who could easily and reasonably claim 

that they need additional days to prepare for his deposition after he indicates his 

willingness to sit for a deposition. However reasonable their need for additional time may 
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be, Mr. Jones would bear a tremendous financial burden while awaiting to be deposed, 

which would render his fining a criminal sanction rather than the remedial one required by 

civil contempt.  

Thus, the Court should not impose incarceration as a sanction both in consideration 

of Mr. Jones’ health and in light of the practical difficulties that would functionally convert it 

into a criminal sanction. If it chooses to impose a fine, it should order the return of the 

entirety of the fine upon Mr. Jones’ completion of his deposition.  

IV. The Plaintiffs Have Merely Alleged That Mr. Jones Has Acted In Bad Faith.
Their Allegations Cannot Support The Award Of Their Attorneys’ Fees.

To obtain attorneys’ fees and costs, the Plaintiffs must show that Mr. Jones acted

in bad faith. Berzins v. Berzins, 306 Conn. 651, 663 (2012). The uncontroverted record 

before the Court shows that Mr. Jones received a series of specific ordersfrom his 

physicians: (1) go to the emergency room; (2) remain at home; (3) do not attend your 

deposition pending your medical tests. Concededly, Mr. Jones did not heed some of these 

orders initially by refusing to go to the emergency room or to remain home. 

After he received further testing, he ultimately did remain home upon his doctors’ 

advice after it was impressed upon him that he was on the verge of being sent to the 

emergency room. That included foregoing his deposition pending the results of further 

medical tests.  

What has been lost in the Plaintiffs’ rush to obtain this Court’s orders and sanctions 

against Mr. Jones is that Mr. Jones has never sought to indefinitely postpone his deposition 

or to escape it entirely. Instead, he has sought to have it postponed until his doctors clear 

him to sit for it. To find that Mr. Jones has acted in bad faith by displaying the stubborn 

behavior that the average person’s dad would display by shrugging off medical care until 
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it was impressed upon him just how serious his condition was would gratuitously stretch 

the definition of bad faith beyond its reasonable limits.  

Mr. Jones ultimately heeded his doctors’ advice. He did not appear for the second 

day of his deposition because his doctors were actively working to determine whether he 

should be in the emergency room instead of that deposition. That is not bad faith. That is 

the same cautious approach that every member of society has taken through the COVID-

19 pandemic, just in a different context.  

Thus, the Court should decline to order costs and attorneys’ fees for the Plaintiffs. 

Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, the Jones Defendants ask the Court to deny the 

Plaintiffs’ motion for contempt. In the alternative, Mr. Jones does not waive his rights to a 

hearing as required by due process.   

Dated: March 28, 2022 Respectfully Submitted, 

Alex Jones, 
Infowars, LLC; 
Free Speech Systems, LLC; 
Infowars Health, LLC; and 
Prison Planet TV, LLC 

BY:/s/ Norman A. Pattis /s/ 
/s/ Cameron L. Atkinson /s/ 
Norman A. Pattis 
Cameron L. Atkinson 
PATTIS & SMITH, LLC 
Juris No. 423934 
383 Orange Street 
New Haven, CT 06511 
V: 203-393-3017 F: 203-393-9745 
npattis@pattisandsmith.com 
catkinson@pattisandsmith.com 
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CERTIFICATION 

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing has been emailed and/or mailed, this 

day, postage prepaid, to all counsel and pro se appearances as follows: 

For Genesis Communications Network, Inc.: 
Mario Kenneth Cerame, Esq. 
Brignole & Bush LLC 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 

For Plaintiffs: 
Alinor C. Sterling, Esq. 
Christopher M. Mattei, Esq. 
Matthew S. Blumenthal, Esq. 
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER 
350 Fairfield Avenue 
Bridgeport, CT 06604 

For Trustee Richard M. Coan 

Eric Henzy, Esq. 
ZEISLER & ZEISLER P.C. 
10 MIDDLE STREET 
15TH FLOOR 
BRIDGEPORT, CT 06604 

/s/ Cameron L. Atkinson /s/ 
Cameron L. Atkinson, Esq.  
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ORDER    089998
DOCKET NO: UWYCV186046438S

SHERLACH, WILLIAM Et Al
    V.
JONES, ALEX EMRIC Et Al

SUPERIOR COURT

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF WATERBURY
    AT WATERBURY

3/31/2022

ORDER

ORDER REGARDING:
03/25/2022 551.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT

The foregoing, having been considered by the clerk, is hereby:

ORDER:

see memorandum of decision #566

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order.

089998

BY THE CLERK
Processed by: Ronald Ferraro

This document may be signed or verified electronically and has the same validity and status as a document with a physical
(pen-to-paper) signature. For more information, see Section I.E. of the State of Connecticut Superior Court E-Services
Procedures and Technical Standards (https://jud.ct.gov/external/super/E-Services/e-standards.pdf), section 51-193c of the
Connecticut General Statutes and Connecticut Practice Book Section 4-4.

UWYCV186046438S    3/31/2022 Page 1 of 1
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4/4/22, 11:11 AM 

Order On Motion for Stay AC 213435 

Docket Number: AC45401 

Issue Date: 4/4/2022 

Sent By: Supreme/ Appellate 

Order On Motion for Stay AC 213435 

AC45401 ERICA LAFFERTY ET AL. v. ALEX EMRIC JONES ET AL. 

Notice Issued: 4/4/2022 11:11:52 AM 

Notice Content: 

Motion Filed: 4/1/2022 

Motion Filed By: Alex E Jones 
Infowars, Llc 
Free Speech Systems, Llc 
Infowars Health Llc 
Prison Planet Tv Llc 

Order Date: 04/04/2022 

Order: Denied 
The emergency motion for stay is denied. 

By the Court 
Dullea, L. Jeanne 

Notice sent to Counsel of Record 

Hon. Barbara N. Bellis 

Clerk, Superior Court, UWYCV186046437S, UWYCV186046438S, UWYCV186046436S 

For Clerks' Use: 

Recipients - electronic inbox notices: 

Atty: KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER PC (032250) 
Atty: HORTON DOWD BARTSCH! & LEVESQUE PC (038478) 
Atty: ZEISLER & ZEISLER P.C. (069625) 
Atty: NORMAN ALEXANDER PATTIS (408681) 
Atty: BRIGNOLE BUSH & LEWIS (419073) 
Atty: OFFICE OF CHIEF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL (422382) 
Atty: PATTIS & SMITH LLC (423934) 
Atty: CAMERON L ATKINSON ( 442289) 

Recipients - paper notice only: 

Successful Send Date/ Time: 4/4/2022 11: 11 :57 AM 
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Respectfully Submitted, 

Alex Emric Jones; 
lnfowars, LLC; 
Free Speech Systems, LLC; 
lnfowars Health, LLC; and 
Prison Planet TV, LLC 

BY:/s/ Norman A. Pattis /s/ 
/s/ Cameron I. Atkinson /s/ 
Norman A. Pattis, 
PATTIS & SMITH, LLC 
Juris No. 423934 
383 Orange Street 
New Haven, CT 06511 
V: 203-393-3017 F: 203-393-9745 
n pattis@pattisandsmith.com 
catkinson@pattisandsmith.com 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
APPELLATE COURT 

______________________________ 
AC 45401 

______________________________ 
ERICA LAFFERTY ET AL 

(Plaintiffs) 
v. 

ALEX JONES   ET AL
(Defendants) 

_______________________________ 
JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF WATERBURY At

 WATEBURY
HON. BARABARA BELLIS

________________________________ 
APPENDIX OF APPELLANT 

VOLUME 3

FOR THE APPELLANT 
Norman A. Pattis 
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
Juris No. 423943 
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
Orange St., First Floor 
New Haven, CT 06511 
203.393.3017 (tel) 
203.393.9745 (fax) 
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436-S 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL. 

V. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. 

NO. X06-UWY-CV18-6046437-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH 

V. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. 

NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438-S 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL. 

V. 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

APRIL 12, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

APRIL 12, 2022 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

AT WATERBURY 

APRIL 12, 2022 

PLAINTIFFS' MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME RE: BRIEFING SCHEDULE 

WITH RESPECT TO COSTS AND FEES AWARDED AT THE 3/30/2022 CONTEMPT 

HEARING, ON CONSENT 

The plaintiffs hereby move for a one-week extension of the briefing schedule with 

respect to costs and fees requested in connection with Alex Jones' s refusal to attend his March 

23-24 deposition. The April 7, 2022 Court Order setting the briefing schedule (DN 799)

established an April 14, 2022 deadline for the Jones defendants to file a brief and a 12:00pm 

April 19 deadline for the plaintiffs to file a reply. The plaintiffs move to extend each of those 

deadlines by one week, such that the Jones defendants' briefing deadline would be April 21, 

2022 and the plaintiffs' reply deadline would be April 26 at 12:00 p.m. This motion is made with 

the consent of all parties. The purpose of this motion is to allow the plaintiffs to provide an 

1 
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DOCKET NO: UWYCVI 86046438S 

SHERLACH, WILLIAM Et Al 

ORDER 421277 
SUPERIOR COURT 

V. 

JUDICIAL DISTRIC T OF WATERBURY 
AT WATERBURY 

JONES, ALEX EMRIC Et Al 

ORDER REGARDING: 
04/14/2022 582.00 NOTICE 

6/2/2022 

ORDER 

The foregoing, having been considered by the Court, is hereby: 

ORDER: 

Defense briefing on the issue of attorneys 
fees must be filed on or before 6/10/22 and any reply must be filed by 2:00 
p.m. on 6/14/22.

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order. 

421277 

Judge: BARBARA N BELLIS 
Processed by: Ronald Ferraro 

This document may be signed or verified electronically and has the same validity and status as a document with a physical 
(pen-to-paper) signature. For more information, see Section I.E. of the State of Connecticut Superior Court E-Services 
Procedures and Technical Standards (https://jud.ct.gov/extemal/super/E-Services/e-standards.pdf), section 51-193c of the 
Connecticut General Statutes and Connecticut Practice Book Section 4-4. 
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9. A table detailing claimed hours expended, hourly attorney and staff rates, and costs is

attached as Exhibit A. 1

10. $27,105.00 of the $37,447.42 claimed is wasted time expended by four attorneys and one

staff member before, during. and after the scheduled depositions. Fees for wasted time

were calculated using the hourly rate for each attorney or staff member (see Exhibit A)

and estimates of time expended. Expended hours include travel, discussions wHh defense

counsel, court hearings on 3/22/22 and 3/24/22, and briefing. 2

11. All other claimed costs are costs associated with the travel of two attorneys and one staff

to Austin, Texas for Mr. Jones's deposition and deposition costs. These include the

following: court reporting services, transcript production, professional videography,

1 A few corrections have been made to that table, which was initially filed as Exhibit F in the 
Plaintiffs' Reply in Support of Motion for Finding of Civil Contempt (DN 784): the dates of the 
expended hours by Matthew Blumenthal span from 3/21/22 - 3/24/22, not from 3/20/22 -
3/25/22 and the hours are reduced from 20 to 13. The dates of the expended hours by Colin S. 
Antaya span from 3/23/22 - 3/25/22. not 3/20/22 - 3/25/22. The finaJ, post-tax costs of hotel 
lodging was $1,572.83 for Person 1 (4 nights), $1,150.78 for Person 2 (3 nights), and $1,086.34 
for Person 3 (2 nights). The date range for meals purchased by Person l is 3/20/22- 3/24/22. 
The cost of travel for Person 2 is $286.79. 

2 As stated in our Reply. that briefing includes: DN 731.00- Plaintiffs' Objection to Defendants' 
Motion for Protective Order Re: Deposition of Alex Jones (March 22, 2022); DN 734.00 -
Plaintiffs' Emergency Motion for Order Requiring Alex Jones to Appear for Deposition on 
Penalty of Civil Contempt, Including the Issuance of an Order Directing the Arrest of Alex Jones 
in Order to Secure His Presence to Appear Before the Court and Testify (March 23, 2022); DN 
740.00 - Plaintiffs' Amended Supplemenlal Brief Regarding the Court's Authority to Issue 
Capias and Other Sanctions (March 23, 2022); ON 743.00- Plaintiffs' Amended Emergency 
Motion for Order Requiring Alex Jones to Appear for Deposition on Penalty of Civil Contempt, 
Including the Issuance of an Order Directing the Arrest of Alex Jones in Order to Secure His 
Presence to Appear Before the Court and Testify (March 23, 2022); DN 745.00-' Plaintiffs' 
Notice That Alex Jones Did Not Appear at His Court-Ordered Deposition (March 24, 2022); DN 
750.00- Plaintiffs' Motion for Finding of Civil Contempt, Issuance of Orders to Secure Alex 
Jones Attendance at Deposition, And Issuance of Further Sanctions Orders (Mach 25, 2022). 

3 
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A.C. 45401

LAFFERTY, ERICA , ET AL., :         APPELLATE COURT 
:         STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
: 

V.  : 
: 

JONES, ALEX EMERIC, AT AL.,    : 
:         APRIL 1, 2022 

APPELLANTS’ EMERGENCY MOTION FOR REVIEW OF TRIAL COURT’S DENIAL 
OF MOTION TO STAY ORDER OF THE TRIAL COURT  

Pursuant to Practice Book §§ 61-14 and 66-6, the Appellants respectfully request 

this Court review the trial court’s denial of their motion to stay the finding of contempt and 

levying of sanctions by the trial court against Alex Jones and issue the narrowly tailored 

stay requested herein. The trial court’s contempt sanctions were issued on March 30, 

2022 and imposed a $25,000 per-weekday fine commencing on April 1, 2022 and 

increasing by $25,000 per-weekday thereafter until Mr. Jones sits for two days of 

depositions. 

I. BRIEF HISTORY OF THE CASE

As part of a rescheduling agreement between counsel, the deposition of Alex 

Jones in this case was rescheduled to occur on March 23, 2022 and March 24, 2022 in 

Austin, Texas, where Mr. Jones resides. The deposition was duly noticed under cloak of 

a court approved commission to take a deposition. The plaintiffs did not subpoena Mr. 

Jones.   

On March 21, 2022, Mr. Jones’ counsel sought an emergency protective order to 

temporarily delay the deposition on the advice of Mr. Jones’ doctor. The Court denied the 

motion after a hearing on March 22, 2022, and ordered Mr. Jones to appear for deposition 

the following day Counsel for Mr. Jones submitted an additional affidavit and a notarized 
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letter from another treating physician in a renewed motion for a protective order. The 

Court ordered denied the protective order, requiring Mr. Jones to appear unless otherwise 

hospitalized.  

On March 23, 2022, counsel for the Plaintiffs and counsel for Mr. Jones appeared 

at the place designated in Austin, Texas for his deposition. Mr. Jones did not appear for 

his deposition.  

Mr. Jones’ nonappearance came upon the advice of a physician, Dr. Benjamin 

Marble, who arrived in Austin to visit him on March 20, 2022. See Exhibit A, ¶ 6. On 

March 21, 2022, Dr. Marble’s personal observations of Mr. Jones so alarmed him that he 

insisted on conducting a physical examination of Mr. Jones. Id. at ¶ 7. He immediately 

advised Mr. Jones to go to an emergency room or call 911. Id. at ¶ 8. After Mr. Jones 

refused, Dr. Marble advised him to stay home, which Mr. Jones did not do. Id. at ¶¶ 9-11. 

Dr. Marble subsequently arranged for a comprehensive medical workup to be conducted 

for Mr. Jones on March 23, 2022 by Dr. Amy Offutt. Id. at ¶ 12.  

      Dr. Marble remains firm in his initial recommendation that Mr. Jones neither attend 

a deposition nor return to work until the results of the comprehensive medical workup are 

returned, and he opines that Mr. Jones stands at serious risk of harm. Id. at ¶¶ 14-15. 

Mr. Jones completed his testing with Dr. Offutt on March 23, 2022. Exhibit B. Dr. 

Offutt describes Mr. Jones’ medical issues as time-sensitive and potentially serious, and 

she advised him to avoid too much stress pending further testing. Id. Dr. Offutt also 

provided him with ER precautions, and she advised him not to attend court 

proceedings. Id.  
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These items were presented to the trial court and entered as exhibits at the March 

24, 2022 deposition. 

The plaintiffs sought emergency relief from the trial court, and the Court called for 

an expedited briefing schedule on what, if any, sanction should enter. Exhibit C. 

Thereafter, it permitted the Plaintiffs to file a supplemental motion to hold Jones in 

contempt. No show cause order was entered. Argument took place on the afternoon of 

March 30, 2022. The court took no evidence, and relied merely on arguments of counsel. 

Exhibit D. Among the relief sought by the plaintiffs was an order for the arrest of Jones.  

At approximately 2:30 p.m. on March 30, 2022, the trial court ruled from bench, 

holding Jones in contempt, finding he acted in bad faith, and imposed a fine of $25,000 

per business day, said fine increasing by $25,000 each business day until Jones sits for 

two days of depositions. He is required to travel to Connecticut. The fines are to end on 

April 15, 2022. If Jones completes the depositions, he can apply to the court for return of 

the fines. In addition, the court ordered that Jones must pay the costs associated with the 

aborted depositions in Texas. The court wisely did not order a capias. 

The fines are set to begin accruing on April 1, 2022, despite the fact that no 

deposition notice for Jones has been served. Indeed, after the sanctions order entered, 

the plaintiffs noticed the depositions of four other persons – and not Jones – during the 

week of April 4, 2022. These depositions had previously been agreed upon by all counsel 

in the case. The trial court denied a motion to reconsider staying imposition of the fines 

until April 11, 2022, saying that it was incumbent on Jones, in effect, to notice his own 

deposition by providing the plaintiffs with 24-hours notice of his availability. Exhibit E.  
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II. SPECIFIC FACTS RELIED UPON 

The Appellants filed a motion to stay the trial court’s finding of contempt and entry 

of sanctions pending the disposition of a public interest appeal on March 31, 2022. They 

subsequently filed this appeal later that day. The trial court denied the motion to stay. 

Exhibit F. That motion was denied on April 1, 2022.  The appellants now request that this 

Court review the trial court’s denial and issue a narrowly tailored stay of the Sanction 

Order so that they do not suffer irreparable physical and financial harm while this Court 

determines the merits of their appeal.   

III. LEGAL GROUNDS RELIED UPON 

The Court should stay the order of the trial court pending the disposition of this 

appeal pursuant to Practice Book § 61-14:   

In any case in which there is no automatic stay of execution and in which 
the trial court denies, or refuses to rule on, a motion for stay, an aggrieved 
party may file a motion requesting a stay of execution of the judgment from 
the court having appellate jurisdiction pending the filing of and ruling upon 
a motion for review. The motion must be filed with the appellate clerk.  
 

Practice Book § 61-14. 

In making a determination as to whether to issue a stay, courts balance the equities 

that our courts have consistently relied on Griffin Hospital v. Commission on Hospitals & 

Health Care, 196 Conn. 451, 493 (1985), which counsels the court to apply 'familiar 

equitable principles in the context of adjusting the rights of the parties during the pendency 

of the litigation until a final determination on the merits.'  Id., 458.  While approving a 

general 'balancing of the equities test' as the benchmark for granting or denying a motion 

for stay, Griffin also recites a list of non-exclusive factors that a court may consider 

including the likely outcome on appeal, whether the movant faces irreparable prospective 
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harm from the enforcement of the judgment, and the effect of the delay occasioned by a 

stay upon the non-moving parties.  Id., 458-59. The court may also consider "the public 

interest involved." (Footnote omitted.) Griffin Hospital v. Commission on Hospitals & 

Health Care, supra, 456.   

Here, the equities favor a stay. The trial court imposed severe sanctions on Mr. 

Jones that eventually total more than $1.5 million. The terms and severity of the trial 

court’s sanctions are undeniably extraordinary, and the Jones Defendants are entitled by 

law to seek review of that order from this Court. See Incardona v. Roer, 309 Conn. 754, 

760 (2013) (holding that a contempt order and sanctions pursuant to a contempt order 

constitute a final judgment immediately appealable). The severity of the trial court’s 

sanctions become more apparent when one considers that it is forcing Mr. Jones to 

discover extraordinary sums of liquid financial assets on a daily basis to keep from 

incurring another contempt sanction. For instance, over the next six business days, Mr. 

Jones will be forced to produce the following daily sums: $25,000; $50,000; $75,000; 

$100,000; $125,000; $150,000. The American financial system simply does not move that 

fast. Thus, the trial court creates a scenario in which it is inevitable that it will further 

sanction Mr. Jones.  

The Court imposed these extraordinary consequences in an indirect contempt 

proceeding that violated Connecticut Supreme Court’s decision in Puff v. Puff, 334 Conn. 

341 (2020). Puff establishes that a trial court cannot merely rely on the representations 

of counsel in indirect contempt proceedings. Id. at 366. Instead, the trial court must rely 

on evidence adduced at a hearing attended by due process considerations and the party 

moving for contempt bears the burden of producing such evidence. Here, the trial court 
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did not entertain any evidence, shifted the burden of production entirely to Alex Jones, 

and relied entirely on the representations of plaintiffs’ counsel to find Mr. Jones in 

contempt. It denied Mr. Jones’ counsel’s request for additional time to produce evidence, 

and it made no detailed factual findings. Puff clearly prohibits this sort of proceeding, and 

Mr. Jones is extremely likely to prevail on the merits of his appeal.  

Additionally, granting a stay will not result in any prejudice to the plaintiffs. Mr. 

Jones has never sought to escape his deposition in this case entirely. He merely followed 

medical advice not to sit for it when his health could be jeopardized by it. He has already 

offered to come to Connecticut to give his deposition on the week of April 11, 2022. The 

Plaintiffs will have their opportunity to question Mr. Jones. Subjecting him to a contempt 

trap is wholly unnecessary, especially when that trap is created in a hearing that violates 

due process and clearly established precedent from the Connecticut Supreme Court.  

IV. CONCLUSION  

For the foregoing reasons, the Appellants request that this Court stay the trial 

court’s order of sanctions pursuant to its civil contempt finding until the Court can dispose 

of this appeal. They request immediate emergency relief.    
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Dated: March 31, 2022     Respectfully Submitted, 

Alex Jones, 
Infowars, LLC; 
Free Speech Systems, LLC; 
Infowars Health, LLC; and 
Prison Planet TV, LLC 
 
BY:/s/ Norman A. Pattis /s/ 
/s/ Cameron L. Atkinson /s/ 
Norman A. Pattis 
Cameron L. Atkinson 
PATTIS & SMITH, LLC 
Juris No. 423934 
383 Orange Street 
New Haven, CT 06511 
V: 203-393-3017 F: 203-393-9745 
npattis@pattisandsmith.com 
catkinson@pattisandsmith.com 

 

 
ORDER 

 
The foregoing having been heard; it is hereby ordered: 
 
        GRANTED / DENIED 
 
 
 
              
         Judge/Clerk 
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Mario Kenneth Cerame, Esq. 
Brignole & Bush LLC 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 
 
For Plaintiffs: 
Alinor C. Sterling, Esq. 
Christopher M. Mattei, Esq. 
Matthew S. Blumenthal, Esq. 
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER 
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Eric Henzy, Esq. 
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That the foregoing complies with all other applicable provisions of the Practice 
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That counsel has complied with all other applicable provisions of the Practice 
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ORDER    421277
DOCKET NO: UWYCV186046436S

LAFFERTY, ERICA Et Al
    V.
JONES, ALEX EMRIC Et Al

SUPERIOR COURT

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF WATERBURY
    AT WATERBURY

3/23/2022

ORDER

ORDER REGARDING:
03/23/2022 734.00 MOTION FOR ORDER

The foregoing, having been considered by the Court, is hereby:

ORDER:

The court declines to issue a capias at this time. but notes that should Mr. Jones fail to appear for the
deposition tomorrow, he will be in direct contempt of the court’s orders requiring him to appear for his
deposition. Nothing prevents the plaintiffs from pursuing a motion for commission and subpoena, nor
are the plaintiffs prevented from seeking sanctions should Mr. Jones continue to disregard the court’s
orders. The Jones defendants have requested an additional opportunity to be heard regarding the other
sanctions that the plaintiffs have requested, and the court agrees that all parties should be given adequate
time to brief the issues. As such, the plaintiffs should file a new motion regarding the deposition and
sanctions, if they so desire, by 5:00 p.m. March 25, 2022, the defendants should file any opposition by
10:00 a.m. on March 29, 2022, and the plaintiffs should file a reply, if any, by 10:00 a.m. on March
30,2022. A hearing will be held on this issue on March 30, 2022 at 2:00 p.m.

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order.

421277

Judge: BARBARA N BELLIS

This document may be signed or verified electronically and has the same validity and status as a document with a physical
(pen-to-paper) signature. For more information, see Section I.E. of the State of Connecticut Superior Court E-Services
Procedures and Technical Standards (https://jud.ct.gov/external/super/E-Services/e-standards.pdf), section 51-193c of the
Connecticut General Statutes and Connecticut Practice Book Section 4-4.

UWYCV186046436S    3/23/2022 Page 1 of 1
Page 576 of 625



 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit D 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 577 of 625



UWY-X06-CV18-6046436-S         :  SUPERIOR COURT 

ERICA LAFFERTY, ET ALS.,       :  COMPLEX LITIGATION   

v.                     :  AT WATERBURY, CONNECTICUT 

ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET ALS.      :  MARCH 30, 2022 

UWY-X06-CV18-6046437-S         :  SUPERIOR COURT 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL.,      :  COMPLEX LITIGATION 
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ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET ALS.      :  MARCH 30, 2022 

UWY-X06-CV18-6046438-S         :  SUPERIOR COURT 

WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL.,      :  COMPLEX LITIGATION 
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ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET ALS.      :  MARCH 30, 2022 
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 THE COURT:  All right.  Good afternoon, 1 

everyone.  This is Judge Bellis and we are on the 2 

record in the three consolidated Lafferty versus 3 

Jones matters.  Lead docket number Waterbury 18-4 

6046436. 5 

 Before I have counsel identify themselves for 6 

the record, I noted that there was no objection to 7 

the request from the media to tape the matter, so 8 

that is noted and that can commence and so I’ll -- I 9 

have a few housekeeping matters of my own, but before 10 

I address that, I’ll have plaintiffs’ counsel please 11 

identify themselves for the record and then defense 12 

counsel. 13 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Good afternoon, Your Honor.  14 

Chris Mattei on behalf of the plaintiffs, joined by 15 

my colleagues, Alinor Sterling and Matt Blumenthal. 16 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Good afternoon, Judge.  Cameron 17 

Atkinson from Pattis and Smith on behalf of the Jones 18 

defendants. 19 

 ATTY. CERAME:  Good afternoon, Your Honor.  20 

Mario Cerame of Brignole, Bush and Lewis for Genesis 21 

Communication Network, Incorporated. 22 

 THE COURT:  Good afternoon, everyone.  So my 23 

first housekeeping matter was, Attorney Cerame, I 24 

know you had one issue, but I wasn’t sure if you 25 

wanted to address it today before we have our hearing 26 

or if you wanted to address it at the next status 27 
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conference which is fine with the Court.  Did you 1 

have a preference? 2 

ATTY. CERAME:  Yes.  I -- I was hoping to mark 3 

it off for now.  Principally, the issue -- For two 4 

reasons.  Number one, fact witness discovery is not 5 

done and so I don’t think we can properly move it 6 

until fact witness discovery is done.  I identified 7 

the reason for that in the motion.  And secondarily, 8 

there is a hope that things will resolve, so I would 9 

-- 10 

THE COURT:  All right. 11 

ATTY. CERAME:  -- just mark it off for now and I 12 

hope that that will -- that -- that we’ll be able to 13 

proceed after fact witness discovery is done or 14 

withdraw, one or the other. 15 

THE COURT:  All right.  So you’re referring to 16 

your motion to withdraw appearance.  So that will be 17 

on the very short list of items that we carry -- will 18 

carry over without addressing it.  So I will keep 19 

that on the list and when you have a definitive 20 

answer, you’ll let me know, but I understand that it 21 

won’t be addressed at the next status conference. 22 

ATTY. CERAME:  Yes, Your Honor.  Thank you. 23 

THE COURT:  So Attorney Mattei, are you arguing 24 

for the plaintiffs today? 25 

ATTY. MATTEI:  Yes, Your Honor. 26 

THE COURT:  And Attorney Atkinson, are you 27 
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arguing for the Jones defendants? 1 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Yes, Your Honor. 2 

 THE COURT:  And Attorney Cerame, I don’t want to 3 

leave you out.  That’s always my fear.  Are you going 4 

to look to be heard today on these issues or are you 5 

just a bystander? 6 

 ATTY. CERAME:  I think I -- We do not have any 7 

skin in the game, Your Honor.  I think it’s best for 8 

us to be a bystander. 9 

 THE COURT:  Okay.  I’m not sure that it’s 10 

necessary to say this, but I am going to say it 11 

anyway before I mute myself and let everyone take 12 

over.  But this -- The argument today is on the 13 

plaintiffs’ motion for sanctions regarding Mr. Jones’ 14 

failure to appear for his depositions and then the 15 

Jones defendants’ objections thereto.  We’re going to 16 

confine ourselves to that argument, so I’m not 17 

looking -- I don’t want to hear anything about 18 

settlement offers.  I don’t want any -- You know, 19 

this isn’t a press conference.  This is formal 20 

argument of a motion, so I don't know that I needed 21 

to say it, but I want to confine ourselves to the 22 

proper argument that’s before the Court today. 23 

 So my first question before I turn to Attorney 24 

Mattei and mute myself is:  Attorney Mattei, are you 25 

presenting any new evidence today or is this solely 26 

argument? 27 
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 ATTY. MATTEI:  Your Honor, we don’t intend to 1 

present any evidence during the hearing today.  We 2 

would ask that the Court accept as evidence the 3 

exhibits that we’ve attached to our pleadings and 4 

also the exhibits that the Jones defendants attached 5 

to their pleadings in connection with this motion.  6 

That, we think, is the record and -- and should be 7 

sufficient for the Court to make any findings it 8 

needs to make. 9 

 THE COURT:  All right.  Well, it’s -- The way 10 

I’m looking at it, it is already part of the Court 11 

record by way of being attached as exhibits to the 12 

motions.   13 

 And so, Attorney Atkinson, please, the same 14 

question to you:  Are you presenting any new evidence 15 

today or are we proceeding on what’s been submitted 16 

to date? 17 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Your Honor, as far as what 18 

we’re prepared to do today, we were proceeding on 19 

what’s been submitted.  I would just note for the 20 

record that -- that if you -- your intention is to 21 

take up the motion for contempt today, we would 22 

request additional law time to prepare witnesses for 23 

-- to decide whether we’re preparing witnesses for 24 

that sort of a hearing. 25 

 THE COURT:  That -- That is what is down today.  26 

What is down today, which is clear, is the 27 
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plaintiffs’ motions -- motion for sanctions which 1 

request different relief including contempt and other 2 

items and your objections thereto, so I am prepared 3 

to proceed today because that is the clear agenda 4 

that we all had.   5 

 What I think would be helpful to the Court would 6 

be during plaintiffs’ argument, if plaintiffs can 7 

outline the relief that they’re seeking and then if 8 

the defendants can respond in kind to each of the 9 

different areas of relief that the plaintiff is 10 

raising with the Court.  That would be helpful. 11 

 So at this point, I’m going to mute my 12 

microphone and turn the floor over to Attorney Mattei 13 

for his argument. 14 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Your 15 

Honor, I think the Court is pretty well apprised of 16 

the facts that have been developed last week and in 17 

our pleadings here, so I don’t want to belabor what 18 

was presented to the Court last week while we were in 19 

Texas preparing to take Mr. Jones’ deposition.  I -- 20 

I would just say that in terms of the orders that the 21 

Court entered last week directing Mr. Jones to appear 22 

for his deposition, both on March 23rd and then 23 

subsequently on March 24th, we believe that the 24 

record establishes that those orders were clear, 25 

direct; that counsel for the defendants acknowledged 26 

an understanding of those orders; and then later on 27 
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the record of Mr. Jones’ deposition on March 24th 1 

conceded that Mr. Jones himself understood that those 2 

orders required him to attend his deposition and that 3 

he had elected not to. 4 

 I also -- And so it -- When it comes to the 5 

initial issue of whether the Court entered clear 6 

orders directing Mr. Jones to appear, we think that 7 

that has been clearly established.  With respect to 8 

Mr. Jones’ willful disregard of the Court’s orders, 9 

we think the circumstances laid out in your pleadings 10 

establish that Mr. Jones did so willfully and there 11 

are several key factors, I think, to keep in mind.  12 

They’re -- Number one being counsel’s own concession 13 

on the record that Mr. Jones understood he was 14 

required to be at his deposition and had declined to 15 

show; the fact that the Court had given Mr. Jones 16 

multiple opportunities to present evidence to support 17 

a finding that he should be excused from attending; 18 

and that the Court had found he had failed to do 19 

that; and then of course Mr. Jones’ appearance on his 20 

show over the course of March 21st, 22nd, by way of 21 

reporting on March 23rd, an apparent disregard of his 22 

own doctor’s orders, if in fact, that’s what his 23 

orders -- his doctors instructed him to do and 24 

clearly showing an ability to appear for deposition 25 

had he wished to comply with the Court’s orders. 26 

 Getting to the -- the Court’s request that we 27 
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focus on the relief that we’re seeking, we are asking 1 

essentially for the Court to set conditions that will 2 

coerce Mr. Jones to appear for his deposition.  What 3 

we want more than anything else is for Mr. Jones to 4 

sit for his deposition which is why the relief that 5 

we’ve requested is conditional on him doing that.   6 

 So for example, we’ve requested that the Court 7 

instruct the jury at the hearing in damages that it 8 

should draw an adverse inference against Mr. Jones on 9 

any issue relating to damages in light of his refusal 10 

to be deposed in this case and that the Court enter 11 

those findings, but withdraw that order should Mr. 12 

Jones appear for his deposition.  We’ve asked the 13 

Court to order that Mr. Jones will not be permitted 14 

to present any evidence -- affirmative evidence at 15 

the hearing in damages should he fail to appear for 16 

his deposition.  We’ve asked the Court to incarcerate 17 

Mr. Jones until he purges his contempt and we think 18 

that that type of sanction is required here given the 19 

-- the long trail of conduct Mr. Jones has engaged in 20 

during the course of this case in order to induce him 21 

to comply with the Court’s order and we’ve asked the 22 

Court to impose a fine on a daily basis up until the 23 

time Mr. Jones purges his contempt, which fine will 24 

revert to Mr. Jones when he does submit to 25 

deposition. 26 

 So all of the relief that we’ve -- we’ve 27 
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requested, we think is in line with requiring Mr. 1 

Jones to purge himself of his contempt and in line 2 

with the -- the main goal here which is just to 3 

change Mr. Jones’ calculus.  It seems to us that Mr. 4 

Jones has made a deliberate decision that he would 5 

rather suffer the contempt of the Court than expose 6 

himself to deposition and so what we’ve tried to do 7 

in fashioning the relief we’ve requested is change 8 

that calculus to make it clear to Mr. Jones that the 9 

penalties that will accrue to him as a result of his 10 

further non-compliance are not worth it and that he 11 

should sit for deposition in order to avoid them.  12 

 So -- And then of course, Your Honor, we’ve 13 

asked for the -- the costs and fees incurred by the 14 

plaintiffs in their attempt to take Mr. Jones’ 15 

deposition and then in their attempts to brief to the 16 

Court why he should be required to sit for his 17 

deposition last week and we’ve presented those costs 18 

and fees in our motion.   19 

 So those are the different components of the 20 

relief that we are seeking.  Again, all of which we 21 

think are reasonably designed to compel Mr. Jones to 22 

comply with the Court’s orders to sit for his 23 

deposition and reflect the seriousness of the 24 

violation that he -- that he committed last week. 25 

 You’re muted, Judge. 26 

 THE COURT:  Trying to be polite.  I had a 27 

Page 586 of 625



 
 

9     

question.  Am I correct in that the specifics with 1 

respect to the attorney’s fees and costs that you’re 2 

claiming and the specifics with respect to the 3 

adverse inferences and preclusions of ever -- 4 

evidence, the specifics were not in your original 5 

motion, but in your reply brief that was filed today? 6 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Correct, Your Honor.  Correct. 7 

 THE COURT:  All right.  So I think as a matter 8 

just of fundamental fairness that because costs and 9 

fees and the adverse inferences and preclusions of 10 

evidence were requested in the original motion that 11 

you filed and then requested in the new motion for 12 

sanctions, but there were no specifics, that I can 13 

expect Attorney Atkinson to address overall the 14 

topics of whether costs and fees should be awarded or 15 

whether there should be any adverse inference or 16 

evidence preclusions, but if the Court does believe 17 

either or both are in order, any specifics would be 18 

held to another day because that -- the specific 19 

information on the amounts and the details were not 20 

filed until your reply brief today and I don’t think 21 

that’s sufficient time for the Jones defendants to 22 

respond. 23 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  One -- One note on the specifics, 24 

Your Honor, with respect to the factual findings, 25 

what -- what we tried to do in our reply was 26 

articulate factual findings relating to Mr. Jones’ 27 
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non-appearance, but because the facts that will be 1 

presented at trial are not yet specifically known, 2 

what we’ve indicated is that or what we’ve asked for 3 

is for an adverse inference instruction specific to 4 

issues that are later presented at trial on the 5 

question of damages.   6 

 So in some ways, it’s -- it’s really impossible 7 

for us to articulate with -- with precision what 8 

inferences the jury would be asked to draw.  We’ve 9 

kind of set out a category where we expect there to 10 

be multiple facts presented at trial, but anyway, I 11 

just wanted to explain why we did it that way. 12 

 THE COURT:  All right.  But in -- In any event, 13 

if Mr. Jones produces himself for a deposition, that 14 

issue on the adverse inferences and evidence 15 

preclusion would not need to be addressed, correct? 16 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Correct, Your Honor. 17 

 THE COURT:  Did I interrupt you? 18 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  That’s all I have, Judge. 19 

 THE COURT:  Oh, okay. 20 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Unless you have any questions. 21 

 THE COURT:  I do not besides the ones that I 22 

asked. 23 

 Attorney Atkinson? 24 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Yes, Your Honor.  Thank you.  25 

If -- I would ask the Court’s indulgence to bear with 26 

me as I have a bit of a shaky internet connection 27 
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today.   1 

 Your Honor, at the outset, Mr. Jones recognizes 2 

that the plaintiffs have a right to take his 3 

deposition.  He recognizes that he has to sit for one 4 

in this case.  He sat for three, by my account, in 5 

cases relating to the Sandy Hook litigation in Texas. 6 

 As our motions and papers have indicated, what 7 

has occurred here is he’s ultimately listened to his 8 

doctor’s advice.  There are two critical points that 9 

I -- I think bear without hyperbolizing all of them 10 

in the world.  First, initially and today, there was 11 

an uncontroverted record before this Court and there 12 

still is that Mr. Jones’ doctors thought his 13 

conditions were serious enough to require emergency 14 

medical care and that they rendered precautionary 15 

advice that included a recommendation that he go to 16 

the emergency room immediately.  Mr. Jones had -- 17 

 THE COURT:  Attorney Atkinson, I have a question 18 

in that regard.  When you say uncontroverted record, 19 

you’re not suggesting to the Court that the Court had 20 

to accept the evidence that was submitted as opposed 21 

to evaluating the evidence to determine if it was 22 

credible, genuine, reasonable, and the like? 23 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Not at -- at all, Your Honor.  24 

I’m not in any way suggesting to you not to do your 25 

job as a judge.  That -- That would be crazy, in my 26 

view.  What I am telling -- suggesting to you is -- 27 
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is what has been presented to you shows without a 1 

shadow of a doubt that Mr. Jones’ doctors, the people 2 

that he has sought his medical attention from, were 3 

making these recommendations and that that kind of 4 

leads into where I -- where I was going.   5 

 Mr. Jones had no desire to go to the emergency 6 

room and I think most of us would share his lack of 7 

enthusiasm for going to the emergency room.  What we 8 

had happen here was it took some serious persuading 9 

for him to recognize the seriousness of his 10 

condition, to follow his doctor’s advice to avoid 11 

stress until they cleared him to incur it again. 12 

 Second -- The second point that I think bears 13 

emphasizing is Mr. Jones has never sought to 14 

indefinitely postpone his deposition or to escape it 15 

entirely in this case.  All he sought is to postpone 16 

it temporarily until his doctors cleared him to sit 17 

for it.  A deposition is a stressful undertaking and 18 

with all due courtesies to my adversaries’ accolades, 19 

they are experienced attorneys of the bar.  They’ve 20 

had a long -- long and storied careers.  It’s a 21 

stressful undertaking to go through two consecutive 22 

days of depositions -- 23 

 THE COURT:  So Attorney Atkinson, I hear what 24 

you’re saying.  I truly do.  On the one hand, though, 25 

you’re telling me that he sat for depositions in the 26 

past so he -- it’s not like he’s a neophyte at 27 
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depositions and there was nothing in the record to 1 

suggest either that the doctor that said don’t attend 2 

the deposition even knew what a deposition was and 3 

there was nothing -- no evidence that was submitted 4 

from Mr. Jones or from anyone else that said it would 5 

be stressful or that he found it stressful or that 6 

the stress would exacerbate or endanger his health. 7 

 I just want to make sure that we have a clear 8 

record.  I hear what you’re saying though.  I do.  9 

Continue. 10 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  And I -- I -- I think that goes 11 

to where I’m heading, Your Honor, is -- and I -- I 12 

don’t mean to belabor the point or challenge your 13 

earlier statement, but this is the reason why we 14 

stated in our motion papers that Mr. Jones does not 15 

waive his rights under Quin -- the Quin -- the Cooley 16 

case to have an opportunity to present evidence as to 17 

these issues. 18 

 Again, I’m not going to challenge your ruling on 19 

that, but I -- I do want to make the record clear as 20 

to that.  This Court should not hold Mr. Jones in 21 

contempt.   22 

 He -- There was a carveout to Your Honor’s order 23 

of if he experienced escalating symptoms that 24 

required the need -- required him to be hospitalized, 25 

that he would not need to attend his deposition.  As 26 

I -- 27 
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 THE COURT:  So let me stop you there, Attorney 1 

Atkinson.  I don’t -- No evidence was submitted to 2 

the Court after that order.  There’s no evidence 3 

whatsoever that there were -- and I believe my exact 4 

language was escalating symptoms such that he was 5 

hospitalized because, of course, it would be 6 

unreasonable for the Court to order anyone to attend 7 

a deposition when a medical professional -- a valid 8 

medical professional actually admitted him to the 9 

hospital, but I never was given any evidence that 10 

suggested he had escalating symptoms such that he was 11 

hospitalized and that was the only carveout.  I think 12 

we would all agree that it would be not a good thing 13 

to -- to require someone who’s hospitalized to attend 14 

a deposition.   15 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  I -- 16 

 THE COURT:  Do you understand differently?  Do 17 

you understand that there was actual evidence 18 

submitted to the Court that he developed escalating 19 

symptoms such that he was hospitalized? 20 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  No, Your Honor, and what -- not 21 

-- again, not to belabor the point, but the -- this 22 

is why we believe additional time is necessary.  The 23 

-- The plaintiffs’ motion for contempt was filed on a 24 

Friday.  It’s incredibly hard to gather evidence in 25 

three to four days and we would -- we would submit 26 

that alone is enough for a reason for more time to 27 
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enable us to determine whether such evidence exists 1 

that we -- in a form that we can present it to you. 2 

 It’s -- In -- In our view, the Court’s orders 3 

created a difficult choice for Mr. Jones.  He was 4 

advised that if he incurred stress, that the 5 

consequences to his health could prove disastrous.  6 

While we freely concede he did not listen to the 7 

initial recommendations that his doctors made and, as 8 

I stated earlier, it took some persuading to get him 9 

to take this seriously, he ultimately did listen to 10 

his doctor’s directives.  The Court’s order put him 11 

in an extraordinary difficult -- extraordinarily 12 

difficult position in that -- 13 

 THE COURT:  Attorney Atkinson, can I -- 14 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  -- in that -- 15 

 THE COURT:  Can I please get back to an earlier 16 

point that you made with respect to the submitting 17 

additional evidence?  So this hearing today was 18 

scheduled one week ago.  It was scheduled one week 19 

ago today.  I never received any motion for 20 

continuance, formally or informally, from any party 21 

indicating that more time was needed to arrange for 22 

witness testimony or other -- other evidence.  If I 23 

had, I would have ruled on it.   24 

 So I just want to make sure the record is clear 25 

on that.  And I did notice, much to my surprise, and 26 

I was delighted that the defendants’ briefs, which 27 
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were due yesterday at 10 o’clock, were actually filed 1 

a full day early, so the briefs were -- 2 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Your Honor, that -- 3 

 THE COURT:  -- early.  I was then hoping that 4 

plaintiffs’ counsel would file theirs early, but they 5 

just made their deadline, but continue with your 6 

argument. 7 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Your Honor, that may have been 8 

due to me misreading the deadline for the briefs and 9 

I may have inadvertently moved it up a day earlier.  10 

I can represent with full confidence to the Court 11 

that I was working as if the deadlines for the brief 12 

were the ten -- 10 o’clock before I submitted it.   13 

 THE COURT:  All right.  Well, you did a terrific 14 

job and I think we all probably worked over the 15 

weekend, but in any event, the deadline was actually 16 

yesterday, but -- for -- for the brief and again, no 17 

continuance request, but I did -- I did interrupt you 18 

and I’ll give you as much time as you need, so 19 

continue. 20 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Turning 21 

to -- So just to wrap up, we -- we believe the Court 22 

should not hold Mr. Jones in contempt, but if you 23 

decide to hold him in contempt, the -- the first -- 24 

the most important consideration that we would ask 25 

you to take into account is not to issue an arrest 26 

warrant for Mr. Jones.  It is clear, at least before 27 
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-- before -- in the record before you, in our view, 1 

that Mr. Jones has experienced some health problems.  2 

We would submit that issuing an arrest warrant for 3 

Mr. Jones procuring his incarceration would only 4 

serve to exacerbate those health concerns and that 5 

alone should counsel against the issuance of that -- 6 

that warrant.   7 

 And also, as I stated earlier, Mr. Jones 8 

recognizes that he must give a deposition in this 9 

case.  He recognizes that he must sit for one.  An 10 

arrest warrant would be a step -- would be a drastic 11 

step towards procuring his attendance. 12 

 With respect to sanctions as to what -- what -- 13 

pardon me, Your Honor.  I’m consulting my notes for a 14 

second.  With respect to the adverse inferences, Your 15 

Honor, if he doesn’t depose, I think that’s a bit 16 

premature at this point.  In terms of the denial of 17 

an opportunity to present any evidence at trial, it 18 

is -- in our view, would raise a due process concern 19 

of sorts there.  We believe that, if anything, an 20 

order from this Court and the escalating fines are 21 

sufficient to pro -- procure Mr. Jones’ attendance. 22 

 And then finally, Your Honor, I did want to 23 

address the -- in terms of just generally not the 24 

specific -- the specifics, but in terms of attorney’s 25 

fees and costs, I believe we cited the Berzins case 26 

in our motion papers where you must make a finding 27 

Page 595 of 625



 
 

18     

that he has acted -- Mr. Jones has acted in bad 1 

faith.  Again, relying on the fact that Mr. Jones was 2 

getting -- was listening to his doctors.  He heeded 3 

his doctors, et cetera.  He’s not sought to 4 

permanently delay or escape his deposition in this 5 

case and he forwent his deposition pending the 6 

results of further medical tests.   7 

 Given the fact that he just went through a 8 

remarkable pandemic where that -- we have all been 9 

dependent on expert’s advice, doctor’s advice as to 10 

who is at risk for what and we’ve deferred to those 11 

recommendations, we would submit that the same wise 12 

course of conduct here was to defer to that and it 13 

was not an action taken in bad faith. 14 

 And with that, unless Your Honor has further 15 

questions for me, I will rest on the papers. 16 

 THE COURT:  I do not.  Thank you, Attorney 17 

Atkinson. 18 

 Attorney Mattei? 19 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Just briefly in response, Your 20 

Honor.  First, my own omission, I neglected to 21 

mention that among the sanctions that we’re seeking 22 

is that should Mr. Jones appear for his deposition, 23 

that he be required to appear in Connecticut and we 24 

raised that in our initial motion and then again in 25 

our reply.  The -- At least in their papers, the 26 

defendants did not object to that and so we would ask 27 

Page 596 of 625



 
 

19     

that when the Court orders his deposition, it do so 1 

in Connecticut. 2 

 Just in response to a couple of the points from 3 

Attorney Atkinson, one, on the claim that 4 

incarceration at this point would only exacerbate Mr. 5 

Jones’ health issues, whatever they may be, there is 6 

no evidence in the record as to what his current 7 

health status is other than what we presented to the 8 

Court as being drawn from his March 25th broadcast in 9 

which we cited to his broadcast and his claim that he 10 

feels like a new person after whatever purported 11 

health scare he claimed to have had brought about by 12 

a sinus blockage.  So there is no evidence that has 13 

been presented despite ample opportunity by the 14 

defendants to suggest that incarceration pending his 15 

deposition would exacerbate any health problems. 16 

 I don’t want to relitigate the evidence that was 17 

previously presented to the Court on his medical 18 

issues.  The Court has reviewed the letter and the 19 

affidavits that were submitted by Doctor Marble and 20 

Doctor Offutt and found them wanting, found the 21 

initial letter submitted by Doctor Marble to -- to 22 

not be credible evidence justifying Mr. Jones’ 23 

excusal, so as far as we’re concerned, the Court has 24 

already made the findings it needs to make with 25 

respect to the excuses that were proffered by -- by 26 

Mr. Jones and -- and Your Honor, I think that’s all I 27 
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have in -- in reply to Attorney Atkinson.  Thank you. 1 

 THE COURT:  Attorney Atkinson, I’m going to give 2 

you a brief opportunity to respond, although I 3 

normally wouldn’t, to argue again if you want on the 4 

issue of the location of the deposition.  It was 5 

clear to me that in all of the plaintiffs’ moving 6 

papers they were looking for the deposition to take 7 

place in Connecticut at their offices and also, I -- 8 

I’m somewhat surprised that I -- I actually thought 9 

that you -- whoever was arguing for Mr. Jones today 10 

would come in and make some kind of offer, you know, 11 

to the Court, don’t -- we don’t want sanctions; we’re 12 

willing to sit for a deposition on Monday or Friday. 13 

 Is that -- So if you want to address either or 14 

both of those issues, you have an opportunity to.  If 15 

you don’t, that’s fine too.  It’s up to you. 16 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Yes.  I would -- I would love 17 

to, Your Honor.  Mr. Jones is willing to sit for a 18 

deposition.  We would ask both the Court and 19 

plaintiffs’ counsel to take into consideration that 20 

he is unavailable during the first week of April and 21 

towards the end of April.  I can reveal, as I am 22 

authorized to reveal, that at the end of April he 23 

will be engaged in trial prep for a case occurring in 24 

Texas.  We would offer to make him available the week 25 

of April 11th for a deposition if the Court orders 26 

it. 27 
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 With respect to the issue of him appearing in 1 

Connecticut, that would certainly be within the -- 2 

the Court’s province to order.  We -- We obviously 3 

understand that.  We obviously understand that it 4 

would present a burden to Mr. Jones to travel here 5 

and one of the considerations in specific -- 6 

specifically that we would raise is to Mr. Jones.  7 

And I am a bit reluctant to put this on the record, 8 

but we understand that plaintiffs’ counsel enforces a 9 

fairly strict Covid protocol at their offices 10 

including the wearing of masks, et cetera, something 11 

that Mr. Jones is not willing to do and we would ask 12 

that to be taken into consideration as well. 13 

 I believe that -- that’s all the issues that you 14 

were giving me an opportunity to address, Your Honor.  15 

If I missed anything, feel free to remind me. 16 

 THE COURT:  Thank you. 17 

 All right.  So I’m going to order a transcript 18 

of the following remarks and when it is prepared, I 19 

will sign it and place it in the file. 20 

 So with respect to depositions in general, under 21 

our rules of practice, particularly Practice Book 22 

Section 13-29 Subsection (c) Subsection (2), the 23 

plaintiffs were not required to subpoena Mr. Jones.  24 

The plaintiffs properly issued a notice of deposition 25 

on Mr. Jones, a defendant, which notice compelled him 26 

to appear for a deposition in the county he resides 27 
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or within 30 miles of his residence and that was done 1 

properly. 2 

 On Tuesday, March 22nd, the Court, after 3 

argument on the record, denied the Jones defendants’ 4 

motion for protective order that had been filed 5 

earlier that day and that had asked the Court to 6 

postpone Mr. Jones’ depositions which were scheduled 7 

to take place on Wednesday the 23rd and Thursday the 8 

24th.  The Jones defendants were given an immediate 9 

opportunity to argue their motion the same day it was 10 

filed and both the evidence that was submitted and 11 

the argument that was made indicated that Mr. Jones 12 

was remaining at home under his doctor’s supervision 13 

when, in fact, he was working at his studios and 14 

broadcasting his show. 15 

 Additionally, the Court painstakingly explained 16 

on the record that its in-camera review evaluating 17 

the doctor’s note submitted by the Jones defendants 18 

revealed that the note fell far short.  Despite that 19 

ruling, Mr. Jones did not appear for his deposition 20 

on Wednesday, March 23rd.   21 

 In denying the Jones defendants’ motion, the 22 

Court clearly stated that while the logistics of the 23 

depositions were left to the parties, the parties 24 

could consider having Mr. Jones’ physician on the 25 

premises during the deposition. 26 

 On Wednesday, March 23rd, following the filing 27 
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of the plaintiffs’ motion for order, which was filed 1 

that day, and the Jones defendants’ objection, which 2 

was also filed that day, the Court, again on the 3 

record after a hearing from counsel, ordered Mr. 4 

Jones to appear for his deposition on Thursday, March 5 

24th. 6 

Despite these rulings from the Court, Mr. Jones 7 

did not appear for his deposition on Wednesday, March 8 

23rd and he did not appear for his deposition on 9 

Thursday, March 24th.  Immediately following the 10 

hearing on the record on March 23rd, the Court also 11 

ordered Mr. Jones, in writing, to appear for his 12 

March 24th deposition stating, “The defendant, Alex 13 

Jones, is ordered to produce himself tomorrow for his 14 

duly noticed deposition as he has not submitted 15 

additional evidence for the Court to evaluate on the 16 

issue of his alleged medical conditions.” 17 

Additionally, after the parties filed briefs 18 

relating to the plaintiffs’ request for a capias, the 19 

Court issued a second written order on March 23rd 20 

declining to issue a capias at that time, indicating 21 

that Mr. Jones would be in contempt of the Court’s 22 

order should he not appear for his deposition on 23 

March 24th and setting a briefing schedule with 24 

respect to the other sanctions requested by the 25 

plaintiff. 26 

Furthermore, after an additional motion for 27 
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protective order was filed by the Jones defendants at 1 

the end of the day on Wednesday, March 23rd, the 2 

Court, after evaluating the motions and affidavits, 3 

denied the motion in writing and made clear that the 4 

Court-ordered deposition was to proceed the next day, 5 

although he would be excused from the deposition if 6 

he was hospitalized.  No such evidence of 7 

hospitalization or, in fact, any other evidence has 8 

been submitted to the Court, although the motions 9 

that have been filed are replete with references to 10 

Mr. Jones either broadcasting live from his studio, 11 

recording shows, or calling into shows during the 12 

time period in question. 13 

 So while the parties and counsel abided by the 14 

Court-ordered deadlines with respect to the filing of 15 

their briefs, Mr. Jones, as I said, did not appear 16 

for his deposition on Thursday, March 24th. 17 

 So this hearing today is dealing with the 18 

plaintiffs’ motions relating to Mr. Jones’ failure to 19 

appear for his depositions on March 23rd and March 20 

24th despite all these Court orders and Jones 21 

defendants’ objections thereto. 22 

 Now, I have to note, at this point we’re maybe 23 

16 or 17 weeks away from jury selection and Mr. Jones 24 

has not even been deposed.  So we’re four years into 25 

this case and the Court has repeatedly entered new 26 

deadlines for witness depositions and the newest 27 
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deadline, as far as I know, is April 8th in this long 1 

series of modifying scheduling orders for 2 

depositions. 3 

 I have to say that due to these repeated 4 

extensions, the several prior trial dates, as well as 5 

the age of the case, the existing trial date, which 6 

is jury selection on August 2nd and evidence on 7 

September 1st, is a firm trial date and parties and 8 

counsel should plan accordingly. 9 

 The Court’s authority here is rooted not only in 10 

Practice Book Section 13-14, but the Court also has 11 

inherent sanctioning power.  With respect to the 12 

issue of contempt, the Court finds by clear and 13 

convincing evidence that the defendant, Alex Jones, 14 

willfully and in bad faith violated without 15 

justification several clear Court orders requiring 16 

his attendance at his depositions on March 23rd and 17 

March 24th.  That is, the Court finds that Mr. Jones 18 

intentionally failed to comply with the orders of the 19 

Court and that there was no adequate factual basis to 20 

explain his failures to obey the orders of the Court. 21 

 Now, while the Court has adjudicated Mr. Jones 22 

in contempt, Mr. Jones himself has the ability to 23 

purge the contempt and Mr. Jones is on notice that he 24 

has the ability to purge the contempt and the Court 25 

has the power to reduce the fines that it is going to 26 

impose once the contempt has been purged as follows:  27 
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The contempt will be purged when Mr. Jones completes 1 

two full days of depositions at the office of 2 

plaintiffs’ counsel in Bridgeport.  Mr. Jones is to 3 

pay conditional fines of $25,000 each weekday 4 

beginning on Friday, April 1st, increasing by $25,000 5 

per weekday payable to the Clerk of the Court in 6 

Waterbury and it will be suspended on each day that 7 

Mr. Jones successfully completes a full day’s 8 

deposition where Mr. Jones has given all counsel a 9 

minimum of 24 hours’ notice of his availability to 10 

sit for that particular deposition. 11 

 So for example, if Mr. Jones’ counsel this 12 

afternoon informs counsel that Mr. Jones will sit for 13 

his deposition on Friday -- that’s sufficient notice 14 

to the parties, that’s 24 hours -- and if he 15 

successfully appears and sits for his deposition on 16 

Friday, there will be no fine.   17 

 Another example:  If Mr. Jones’ counsel this 18 

afternoon informs counsel that Mr. Jones will sit for 19 

his deposition on Tuesday, April 5th and he does so 20 

successfully, the fine will be $25,000 for this 21 

Friday, April 1st.  There will be no fine on Saturday 22 

or Sunday and there will be a $50,000 fine on Monday 23 

for a total fine of $75,000 to that point and so on. 24 

 The last day for the fines will be April 15th 25 

and that then gives Mr. Jones an opportunity to purge 26 

the contempt by producing himself for two full days 27 
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of deposition by April 15th.  The Court recognizes 1 

that this fine, while a conditional fine, is also 2 

coercive, but finds that it is reasonable and 3 

necessary in this matter and again points out that 4 

Mr. Jones himself has the opportunity to complete his 5 

deposition and then request reimbursement of the 6 

fines that the Court has imposed. 7 

 The Court declines to issue a capias, although 8 

it recognizes that the plaintiffs may pursue that 9 

with the Texas Courts if they so desire. 10 

 The Court also finds that the plaintiffs are 11 

entitled to fees and costs in connection with the 12 

cancelled depositions that was requested in earlier 13 

motions and the details of which were provided in the 14 

briefs that were just filed today, so as I indicated 15 

earlier, for that reason, the Court will address the 16 

amount of the fees and costs that will be awarded at 17 

the next hearing giving the Jones defendants adequate 18 

time to respond. 19 

 It is clear, however, that the plaintiffs here 20 

simply want and are entitled to the deposition of Mr. 21 

Jones and that Mr. Jones has continued to attempt to 22 

deliberately disregard the Court’s orders and 23 

attempts to manipulate the Court process.  While 24 

paying the fees and costs will reimburse the 25 

plaintiffs for the costs incurred in attempting to 26 

procure Mr. Jones’ deposition, it is not a substitute 27 
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for his testimony.  As such, should Mr. Jones not 1 

complete his two full days of depositions by April 2 

15, the Court finds that the preclusion of evidence, 3 

that is, preventing Mr. Jones from offering evidence 4 

which would include calling witnesses, cross-5 

examining witnesses, and the like, and adverse 6 

inferences, that is, the establishment of certain 7 

facts adverse to the Jones defendants, would be an 8 

order as a remedy for non-compliance, the extent of 9 

which is a very significant issue and would require 10 

extensive briefing and argument from counsel. 11 

That is not something, hopefully, that will have 12 

to be addressed because Mr. Jones has the ability by 13 

April 15th to purge himself of the contempt and avoid 14 

any issue, preclusion, or adverse inferences.  So if 15 

and when that becomes an issue, if he has not 16 

submitted to his two full days of deposition by April 17 

15th, then the Court will set up a briefing schedule 18 

to address issue preclusion and adverse inferences.  19 

So really, it will be up to Mr. Jones.  20 

All right.  So I think that concludes our 21 

business for today.  22 

Our next status conference, Mr. Ferraro, do you 23 

have that date handy?  I know that we have to deal 24 

with a motion to seal on that date. 25 

THE COURT OFFICER:  That would be April 20th, 26 

Your Honor. 27 
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 THE COURT:  All right.  It will be here before 1 

you know it and then we’ll have a good idea at that 2 

point, since it’s five days after our deadline, 3 

what’s in store. 4 

 All right.  Thank you, counsel.  I want to thank 5 

you, and I mean this, for your very thorough and 6 

helpful briefs and your professional argument today. 7 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Your Honor, thank you.  May I 8 

just raise one unrelated issue?  We filed a motion on 9 

consent for a commission to issue with respect to the 10 

deposition of Rob Dew and since our next status 11 

conference isn’t until the 20th, I just wanted to put 12 

that on the Court’s radar because I don’t expect -- 13 

in fact, I know there won’t be any responsive 14 

briefing because all parties consent, but I just 15 

wanted to focus the Court on it. 16 

 THE COURT OFFICER:  Your Honor, I believe you 17 

granted that. 18 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Oh, has it been granted?  Okay. 19 

 THE COURT OFFICER:  I believe so. 20 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Thank you.  I apologize. 21 

 THE COURT OFFICER:  Let me check to be sure 22 

because --  23 

 THE COURT:  I did.  I granted it last night. 24 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  I hadn’t seen it.  Thank you, 25 

Your Honor. 26 

 THE COURT:  I think -- You’re not the only ones 27 
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that have been working on the weekends and at night 1 

on this -- 2 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Oh, I know. 3 

 THE COURT:  -- just so you know, so -- 4 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  I know.  5 

 THE COURT:  -- Attorney Atkinson, I hear what 6 

you’re saying about having to file your brief.  We’ve 7 

all been working hard. 8 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Thank you, Your Honor. 9 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Your Honor, on that note, with 10 

respect to any contesting of the fees and costs, 11 

would -- are we allowed to file a written submission 12 

as to that? 13 

 THE COURT:  Absolutely.  You can -- 14 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Thank you.  We’ll have that in 15 

before April 20th and hopefully well in advance, Your 16 

Honor. 17 

 THE COURT:  Okay.  Thank you for that. 18 

 And we are adjourned.  Thank you, counsel. 19 

 ATTY. MATTEI:  Thank you. 20 

 ATTY. ATKINSON:  Thank you, Your Honor. 21 

 ATTY. CERAME:  Thank you, Your Honor. 22 

 (The matter concluded.) 23 

 24 

*  *          * 25 

 26 

 27 
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  I hereby certify the foregoing pages are a true and 

correct transcription of the audio recording of the above-

referenced case, heard in Superior Court, Judicial District 

of Waterbury at Waterbury, Connecticut, before the Honorable 

Barbara N. Bellis, Judge, on the 30th day of March, 2022. 

 

  Dated this 30th day of March, 2022 in Waterbury, 

Connecticut. 

                        ____________________________ 

   Jocelyne Greguoli 

     Court Recording Monitor 
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ORDER    421277
DOCKET NO: UWYCV186046436S

LAFFERTY, ERICA Et Al
    V.
JONES, ALEX EMRIC Et Al

SUPERIOR COURT

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF WATERBURY
    AT WATERBURY

3/30/2022

ORDER

ORDER REGARDING:
03/30/2022 786.00 MOTION TO REARGUE/RECONSIDER

The foregoing, having been considered by the Court, is hereby:

ORDER: DENIED

It would be inappropriate for the plaintiffs to serve a re-notice of deposition on Mr. Jones, as it is now
entirely up to Mr. Jones as to whether and when he will be deposed. Mr. Jones is in contempt of court,
and in order to purge the contempt, it is incumbent upon him, if he so desires, to provide, on two
occasions,a minimum of 24 hours notice of his attendance at a weekday deposition at the office of
plaintiffs’ counsel in Bridgeport, and to actually sit for the depositions. Plaintiffs’ counsel are expected
to conduct the depositions provided that the minimum of 24 hours notice has been given to all parties.
As such, the order stands. The court has imposed a $25,000 per-weekday fine commencing on Friday
April 1, 2022, increasing by $25,000 per-weekday until Mr. Jones sits for two days of depositions, and
the fine is stayed on the days that Mr. Jones attends his deposition.

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order.

421277

Judge: BARBARA N BELLIS

This document may be signed or verified electronically and has the same validity and status as a document with a physical
(pen-to-paper) signature. For more information, see Section I.E. of the State of Connecticut Superior Court E-Services
Procedures and Technical Standards (https://jud.ct.gov/external/super/E-Services/e-standards.pdf), section 51-193c of the
Connecticut General Statutes and Connecticut Practice Book Section 4-4.
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ORDER    421277
DOCKET NO: UWYCV186046436S

LAFFERTY, ERICA Et Al
    V.
JONES, ALEX EMRIC Et Al

SUPERIOR COURT

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF WATERBURY
    AT WATERBURY

4/1/2022

ORDER

ORDER REGARDING:
03/31/2022 789.00 MOTION FOR STAY

The foregoing, having been considered by the Court, is hereby:

ORDER:

Having applied the “balancing of the equities” test, in which four factors warrant consideration, i.e., (1)
the likelihood of success on appeal; (2) whether the stay is necessary to avoid irreparable harm; (3) the
effect of the stay on other parties; and (4) the public interest, the motion for stay is denied. See Griffin
Hosp. v. Commission on Hospitals and Health Care, 196 Conn. 451, 456-457(1985). The motion
represents that Mr. Jones has notified plaintiffs’ counsel that he will attend a deposition on April 11,
2022. The movants are reminded, again, that should Mr. Jones choose to purge the contempt, as this
motion suggests may be the case, he can move the court to return the funds.

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order.

421277

Judge: BARBARA N BELLIS

This document may be signed or verified electronically and has the same validity and status as a document with a physical
(pen-to-paper) signature. For more information, see Section I.E. of the State of Connecticut Superior Court E-Services
Procedures and Technical Standards (https://jud.ct.gov/external/super/E-Services/e-standards.pdf), section 51-193c of the
Connecticut General Statutes and Connecticut Practice Book Section 4-4.
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NO. X06-UWY-CV18-6046436-S : SUPERIOR COURT 
 
ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL. : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

 
V. : AT WATERBURY 

 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : MARCH 23, 2022 

 

 
 
NO. X06-UWY-CV18-6046437-S : SUPERIOR COURT 

 
WILLIAM SHERLACH : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

 
V. : AT WATERBURY 

 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : MARCH 23, 2022 

 

 
 
NO. X06-UWY-CV18-6046438-S : SUPERIOR COURT 

 
WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL. : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 

 
V. : AT WATERBURY 

 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL. : MARCH 23, 2022 

 
 
EMERGENCY MOTION FOR ORDER REQUIRING ALEX JONES TO APPEAR FOR 
DEPOSITION ON PENALTY OF CIVIL CONTEMPT, INCLUDING THE ISSUANCE 

OF AN ORDER DIRECTING THE ARREST OF ALEX JONES IN ORDER TO 
SECURE HIS PRESENCE TO APPEAR BEFORE THE COURT AND TESTIFY 

 
 The plaintiffs in the above-captioned cases hereby seek an order requiring defendant Alex 

Jones to appear for deposition in this case and giving explicit notice, as further stated herein, that 

if Mr. Jones does not appear for the ordered deposition, the Court may issue civil contempt 

penalties, up to and including the issuance of a writ or order to arrest Mr. Jones and bring him 

before the Court to testify. 
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 In support of this Motion, the plaintiffs represent as follows: 
 

1. Mr. Jones’s deposition was noticed for today, March 23, 2022. A copy of the notice is 
attached as Exhibit A. That notice indicates that the deposition will also take place 
tomorrow, March 24, in the same location. 
 

2. Mr. Jones’s counsel sought an emergency protective order to prevent the deposition, 
which the Court denied yesterday. DN 730.10. 

 
3. The Court’s standing order is that a noticed deposition will go forward unless a 

protective order is granted. 
 
4. Mr. Jones did not appear for his deposition today, March 23. 
 
5. The plaintiffs have a right under Connecticut law to take Mr. Jones’s deposition, and 

they seek the Court’s assistance in enforcing that right. 
 
6. The Court has authority under the Connecticut Practice Book and inherent authority 

to enforce its own orders.   
 
7. The plaintiffs’ counsel is present in Austin, as is Attorney Pattis. 
 
8. Tomorrow, March 24, 2022, the parties and Mr. Jones had reserved for deposition. 

 
9. Mr. Jones is a defendant in this case, and as such, his deposition was compelled by 

proper notice already served on him. Practice Book § 13-29(c). 
 
10. Further, the Court’s order in this case that a noticed deposition will go forward, and 

its denial of Mr. Jones’s Motion for Protective Order, DN 730.10, constitute orders to 
appear for deposition, which Mr. Jones has flouted.   

 
11. In addition to its sanctioning power under the Practice Book, the Court has inherent 

authority to sanction a party for discovery violations. See Millbrook Owners Ass'n, 
Inc. v. Hamilton Standard, 257 Conn. 1, 12-14 (2001). “[A]ny person ... misbehaving 
or disobeying any order of a judicial authority in the course of any judicial proceeding 
may be adjudicated in contempt and appropriately punished.” Redding Life Care, 
LLC v. Town of Redding, 331 Conn. 711, 741 (2019) (quoting Practice Book § 1-13A 
(a)).  

 
12. These powers include the power to direct an officer to arrest a non-appearing witness 

and bring him before the Court to testify. “[I]ssuance of a capias is in the discretion of 
the court.” Hous. Auth. of City of New Haven v. DeRoche, 112 Conn. App. 355, 372 
(2009); see also “If [the defendant] fails to appear on the date and at the time set forth 
herein, or fails to produce the designated materials, or fails to respond to the 
deposition questions in good faith, the court will make itself available to hear the 
plaintiff's request for the issuance of a capias or any other appropriate order.” New 
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England Bank v. Green, No. CV106002946S, 2011 WL 726697, at *3 (Conn. Super. 
Ct. Feb. 4, 2011) (Danaher, III, J.). See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 52-143(e) (the court may 
issue an order directed to a proper office to “to arrest the witness and bring him 
before the court to testify.”); Practice Book § 13-28(f).  

 
13. The plaintiffs wish to depose Mr. Jones. They wish for him to answer questions under 

oath, on the record, so that his testimony may be shown to the jury and the Court.  
 
14. The plaintiffs seek sanctions that will cause Mr. Jones to appear. 
 

For these reasons, the plaintiffs move the Court to issue the following orders and 
impose the following sanctions: 
 
A. Mr. Jones is ordered to appear and attend his deposition tomorrow, March 24, 

2022 as already noticed; and  
 

B. Such order is on pain of civil contempt, including the issuance of an order 
directing an officer to arrest Mr. Jones and bring him before the Court to testify 
for his deposition; and 

 
C. The plaintiffs are awarded reasonable fees and costs for today’s deposition, as 

well as for the drafting of this Motion. 
 

 
 

THE PLAINTIFFS, 

      By: /s/ Christopher M. Mattei  
CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI 
ALINOR C. STERLING 

       MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
       KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER 
       350 FAIRFIELD AVENUE 
       BRIDGEPORT, CT  06604 
       cmattei@koskoff.com 

asterling@koskoff.com 
mblumenthal@koskoff.com 

       Telephone:  (203) 336-4421 
       Fax:  (203) 368-3244 
       JURIS #32250 
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CERTIFICATION 

 I certify that a copy of the above was or will immediately be mailed or delivered electronically or 

nonelectronically on this date to all counsel and self-represented parties of record and that written consent 

for electronic delivery was received from all counsel and self-represented parties of record who were or 

will immediately be electronically served.  

 
For Alex Emric Jones, Infowars, LLC, Free Speech Systems, LLC, Infowars Health, LLC and 
Prison Planet TV, LLC: 
Norman A. Pattis, Esq. 
Cameron Atkinson, Esq.  
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
383 Orange Street, First Floor 
New Haven, CT 06511 
P: 203-393-3017 
npattis@pattisandsmith.com 
catkinson@pattisandsmith.com 
 
 
For Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 
Mario Kenneth Cerame, Esq. (via USPS) 
Brignole & Bush LLC 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT  06106 
P: 860-527-9973 
 
 
 
       /s/ Christopher M. Mattei    

CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI 
ALINOR C. STERLING 
MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
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EXHIBIT A
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NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046436-S : SUPERIOR COURT 
 
ERICA LAFFERTY, ET AL.  : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
        
V.      : AT WATERBURY 
 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL.  : MARCH 11, 2022 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046437-S : SUPERIOR COURT 
 
WILLIAM SHERLACH   : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
        
V.      : AT WATERBURY 
 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL.  : MARCH 11, 2022 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
NO. X06-UWY-CV-18-6046438-S : SUPERIOR COURT 
 
WILLIAM SHERLACH, ET AL.   : COMPLEX LITIGATION DOCKET 
        
V.      : AT WATERBURY 
 
ALEX EMRIC JONES, ET AL.  : MARCH 11, 2022 
 

RE-NOTICE OF VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION 
 
 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Plaintiffs in the above-captioned matter will take the 

videotaped deposition of ALEX EMRIC JONES on Wedsnday, March 23, 2022 at 10:00 a.m. 

Eastern Time (9:00 a.m. Central Time) and continuing to Thursday, March 24, 2022 and until 

such deposition is complete, to be held in the Tesla Fiber Room at the offices of fibercove, 1700 

South Lamar Boulevard, Suite 338, Austin, TX 78704, with remote videoconference available for 

participating counsel, before a notary public or other competent authority. The Plaintiffs also 

request that ALEX EMRIC JONES produce the items, documents, and information described in 

the Schedule A attached hereto. 
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     THE PLAINTIFFS, 

 

     By /s/ Christopher M. Mattei, Esq.  
      CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI 
      ALINOR C. STERLING 
      MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
      KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER 
      350 FAIRFIELD AVENUE 
      BRIDGEPORT, CT  06604 
      cmattei@koskoff.com  
      asterling@koskoff.com  
      mblumenthal@koskoff.com  
      Telephone:  (203) 336-4421 
      Fax:  (203) 368-3244 
      JURIS #32250 
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CERTIFICATION 
 
 This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing has been emailed and/or mailed on this day 
to all counsel and pro se appearances as follows: 
 
For Alex Emric Jones, Infowars, LLC, Free Speech Systems, LLC, Infowars Health, LLC and 
Prison Planet TV, LLC: 
Norman A. Pattis, Esq. 
Cameron Atkinson, Esq. 
Pattis & Smith, LLC 
383 Orange Street, First Floor 
New Haven, CT  06511 
P:  203-393-3017 
npattis@pattisandsmith.com  
catkinson@pattisandsmith.com  
 
For Genesis Communications Network, Inc. 
Mario Kenneth Cerame, Esq.  
Brignole & Bush LLC 
73 Wadsworth Street 
Hartford, CT  06106 
P: 860-527-9973 
mcerame@brignole.com  
  
 
       /s/ Christopher M. Mattei, Esq.       

CHRISTOPHER M. MATTEI 
ALINOR C. STERLING 
MATTHEW S. BLUMENTHAL 
 

Page 622 of 625



 
Definitions 

 
Please be advised that these Requests for Production use and incorporate the definitions set 

forth in Conn. Practice Book § 13-1.  

In addition, for the purposes of these Requests for Production only, 
 
“Sandy Hook Shooting” is defined as: the shooting that took place at Sandy Hook 
Elementary School in the town of Newtown, Connecticut on December 14, 2012. 

 
“The plaintiffs in this lawsuit” is defined as: Jacqueline Barden, Mark Barden, 
Nicole Hockley, Ian Hockley, Francine Wheeler, David Wheeler, Jennifer Hensel, 
Jeremy Richman, Donna Soto, Carlee Soto-Parisi, Carlos M. Soto, Jillian Soto, 
Erica Lafferty, William Sherlach, and Robert Parker.  

 
“Sandy Hook Hoax Theory” is defined as: Any theory that the Sandy Hook 
Shooting did not happen as is generally accepted, including that it was a 
government conspiracy, scripted, included so-called “crisis actors,” that the Sandy 
Hook Victims did not die, and bases for such theories. 
 
“This Lawsuit” is defined as: Erica Lafferty, et al v. Alex Jones, et al,  UWY-
CV18-6046436-S; William Sherlach v. Alex Jones, et al,  UWY-CV18-6046437-S, 
and William Sherlach, et al v. Jones, et al, UWY-CV18-6046438-S.   
 
“The Texas Lawsuits” is defined as: Neil Heslin v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. 
D-1-GN-18-001835; Leonard Pozner and Veroniqe de la Rosa v. Alex E. Jones, et 
al, Cause No. D-1-GN-18-001842; Scarlett Lewis v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. 
D-1-GN-18-006623, Marcel Fontaine v. Alex E. Jones, et al, Cause No. D-1-GN-
18-001605; Brennan M. Gilmore v. Alexander E. Jones, et al., Case No. 18-00017 
(D. W.Va.). 

 
Unless otherwise specified, the time frame for these discovery requests is 

December 14, 2012 through and including March 23, 2022. 
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1. Any and all non-privileged documents and communications concerning any information 

that the deponent relied upon and/or referenced in connection with any on-air statement he made 

concerning the Sandy Hook Shooting, the Sandy Hook Hoax Theory, and/or the plaintiffs in this 

lawsuit. 

 a.  Any and all  non-privileged documents and communications concerning the 

source(s) of any such information. 

2. Any and all non-privileged communications to or from Wolfgang Halbig, including 

letters, memoranda, emails, text messages, sms messages, instant messages sent and/or received 

over any social media platform, or other electronic communications; 

3. Any and all non-privileged communications to or from Daniel Bidondi, including letters, 

memoranda, emails, text messages, sms messages, instant messages sent and/or received over any 

social media platform, or other electronic communications; 

4. Any and all non-privileged communications to or from Joseph Rogan, including letters, 

memoranda, emails, text messages, sms messages, instant messages sent and/or received over any 

social media platform, or other electronic communications, concerning the Sandy Hook Shooting, 

the Sandy Hook Hoax Theory, the plaintiffs in this lawsuit, and/or any appearance by the deponent 

on the Joe Rogan Experience podcast. 

5. Any and all non-privileged communications to or from David Jones, Robert Dew, 

Melinda Flores, Lydia Zapata-Hernandez, Anthony Gucciardi, Adan Salazar, Nico Acosta, 

Cristopher Daniels, Timothy Fruge, Blake Roddy, Louis Sertucche, Buckley Hamman, Michael 

Zimmerman and/or Owen Shroyer, including letters, memoranda, emails, text messages, sms 

messages, instant messages sent and/or received over any social media platform, or other electronic 

communications concerning this Lawsuit and/or the Texas Lawsuits. 
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6.  Any and all contracts, memoranda of understanding, agreements, certificates of debt, 

and/or notes concerning the relationship between any of the following entities: Free Speech 

Systems, LLC; PQPR Holdings Limited, LLC; JLJR Holdings, LLC; PLJR Holdings, LLC. 

7.  Any and all contracts, memoranda of understanding and agreements between the 

deponent and Youngevity International Corporation or any subsidiary thereof. 

8.  For the period November 2016 through the present, any and all transcripts of any 

program aired on Infowars.com, including closed captioning transcripts, in which the terms “Sandy 

Hook” or “Newtown” appear. 

9.  Documents sufficient to identify every cellular telephone number utilized by you from 

December 14, 2012 through February 23, 2022. 

10. Complete transaction histories, including, but not limited to, dates, amounts, 

input/output addresses, fees, and transaction numbers, from any cryptocurrency excanges, 

investment firms, brokeratges, and/or cryptocurrency management software, including virtual 

wallet software, mobill applications, desktop applications, and/or web-based systems. 

11.  Records of deposits of cryptocurrency into fiat currency, including, but not limited to, 

method of exchange, location of exchange, dates, amounts, and input/output addresses, transaction 

numbers, and fees paid. 
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